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ABSTRACT 
SUPERVISING THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE HUMAN SERVICES 
GENERALIST STUDENT: AGENCY EMPLOYEE PERCEPTIONS OF 
THEIR CONTRIBUTIONS TO FIELD WORK EDUCATION 
SEPTEMBER 1993 
MARY KILLEEN BENNETT, B.S., COLLEGE OF OUR LADY OF THE ELMS 
M.S., SPRINGFIELD COLLEGE 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Richard D. Konicek 
This study focuses on the effect agency employees 
believe their values, attitudes, and perceptions of 
supervision have on the generalist students' field work 
education. A self-reporting three-part survey instrument 
was designed to obtain data from agency staff members who 
provided supervision for second year (third and fourth 
semester) community college students majoring in human 
services. Respondents were asked to complete profiles that 
identified the individual as a professional practitioner, 
and gave her/his description of the field work agency. 
Through the questionnaire, Likert scale evaluations and 
comments on specific themes were requested. Twenty percent 
of the respondents were interviewed by telephone to obtain 
additional data. Findings are presented from the 
perspective of the respondents. 
Descriptive statistics (frequencies) and a 
distribution-free nonparametric test, the Kruskal-Wallis 
Test were used to perform quantitative analysis of data. 
Qualitative analysis of questionnaire comments and interview 
responses was performed. 
Results of this study indicate that, for the fifty 
respondents, their perceptions of and practices as field 
work supervisors appear to be influenced by their 
understanding of their own profession, their employing 
agency and the supervisory role they were assigned by the 
college. More significantly, they seem to share common 
values and attitudes, and are generally agreed on a set of 
generic competencies which they transmit to the students 
they supervise. Their responses to the survey instrument 
and interview participation confirm that as diverse, multi¬ 
disciplinary, transprofessional practitioners they are very 
interested in providing both field work supervision and 
client services. They express a desire for more information 
about the students they supervise and what is expected of 
them as supervisors, and an interest in staff development 
programs which will enhance their leadership and supervisory 
skills. 
For the future the researcher recommends that this 
study be replicated for associate degree programs at 
community colleges in other geographical areas and that 
participation be expanded to include faculty, students and 
when indicated program graduates. 
• • • 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
The focus of this study is the perspectives agency 
employees have about their field work supervisor/coor¬ 
dinator roles with community college human services 
generalist interns. For this purpose, a survey instrument 
and interview questions were designed to collect information 
from staff members concerning their values, preparation, 
motivation and perceptions of generalist student 
supervision. 
Since the 1960's, nationally, community colleges have 
been the primary academic site used to prepare generalist 
practitioners for entry and middle level positions in human 
services. Customary practice is to have field work 
experience provided by contracted cooperating community 
agencies with on-site supervision provided by agency 
employees. These individuals, having knowledge and 
expertise in human services, generally express willingness 
to work with the associate degree student. In collaboration 
with Faculty Coordinators, Agency Field Work Supervisors/ 
Coordinators select, monitor and evaluate field work 
assignments for each student the agency accepts for 
internship. The necessity for "real work experience" and 
the benefits of the cooperative college-agency participation 
are supported in the literature by the Southern Regional 
Education Board (S.R.E.B.), Atlanta, Georgia, (1966, 1969, 
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1973), Beder et al. (1984), Mandell and Schram (1985) and 
Mehr (1986). 
In competency-based associate degree programs, the 
student intern must be provided with multiple opportunities 
to demonstrate specific generic skills while progressing 
from direct to indirect supervision. To meet the needs of 
the generalist student, field work must focus on 
facilitating the development of the basic competencies of 
the helping professions. Blanchard (1979), Johnson (1983), 
Combs and Avila (1985) and Egan (1986) agree on the 
necessity to focus on the similarities among the helping 
professions in the preparation of the generalist. Equal 
emphasis is given in the literature for the need to 
concentrate on the development of the individual's values in 
preparing practitioners for the helping professions. This 
combination of professional development and personal growth 
is found in the National Standards for Human Service 
Education Programs (Council for Standards in Human Service 
Education, 1983, 1988). Documentation of the impact the 
agency supervisor has as a role model for the student in the 
helping professions is described by Southern Regional 
Education Board (1969), Kadushin (1976) and Kaslow (1986). 
Traditionally agency personnel who serve as field work 
supervisors are specialists. Their specialization may be 
defined by specific professional membership (education, 
social work, psychology); or by agency job description 
(adult basic education instructor, case worker, clinical 
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director). Collaborating with the Faculty Coordinator, the 
Field Work Agency Supervisor defines field work parameters 
that support an internship based on the generalist concept. 
When planning specific assignments for the student, the 
Field Work Agency Supervisor may inadvertently concentrate 
on his/her discipline. Thus, through agency experience, the 
student may actually be preparing for specialization in 
adult basic education, social work or clinical psychology, 
rather than having supervised opportunities that develop the 
competencies and values of a human services generalist. 
The role model and primary identification aspects of 
supervision are discussed in the literature by Kadushin 
(1976) and Kaslow (1986). They, however, are writing about 
the supervision of students aspiring to membership in their 
supervisors' discipline. The issue of a professional 
specialist supervising a generalist student is not discussed 
in the literature. Therefore, we have little information 
regarding the preparation of agency supervisors to work with 
human service generalist students or practitioners. At this 
time it is the responsibility of Faculty Coordinators to 
reinforce the need for field experiences focusing on the 
development of generalist competencies and values. Even the 
National Standards for Human Service Worker Education and 
Training Programs (1983, 1988) and the Self-Study Guidelines 
for Program Approval (1987) published by the Council for 
Standards in Human Service Education (C.S.H.S.E.) do not 
address this topic. 
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Definition of Terms 
Cooperating Community Agency - Human Service provider 
agency which enters into a contract with the community 
college to provide supervised field work for students. This 
agreement specifies the authority and responsibility of all 
parties: college representatives, agency personnel and 
student. Collaborative planning for internship is required. 
Field Work - the advanced agency-based experience which 
usually requires close supervision from agency personnel and 
college faculty, including regularly scheduled seminars with 
a faculty member. 
Field Work Agency Supervisor/coordinator - the agency 
employee responsible for supervising and/or coordinating the 
student*s day to day field work experience in the agency. 
Some agencies have these functions performed by the same 
staff member; in others, supervision and coordination are 
provided by different staff members. 
Faculty Supervisor/coordinator - the faculty member 
responsible for supervising and/or coordinating the 
student's field work experience. Some programs have one 
faculty member responsible for both functions; in others, 
supervision and coordination are provided by different 
faculty members. 
Human Services Generalist - an individual having 
knowledge, competencies, values and understanding to engage 
in a broad spectrum of functions in the majority of human 
service agencies. 
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Internship - synonymous with the term 'field work'. 
Multidisciplinary - a term used to describe the 'team' 
approach used to deliver human services. This requires that 
representatives of many professions work together, uniting 
many diverse fields of study, to create a human service 
system and maintain a human service network. 
Transprofessional - a term used to indicate that human 
services uses the knowledge, as well as the technical and 
ethical standards from across the traditional specialties 
providing a generalized information base. 
Statement of the Problem 
National Standards for Human Service Worker Education 
and Training Programs present curriculum recommendations as 
part of program approval criteria (C.S.H.S.E., 1983, 1988). 
Standards require the academic development of knowledge and 
technical competencies through multidisciplinary and 
transprofessional education. The recommended course of 
study combines instruction in general education, human 
services related subjects, human services and supervised 
field work. Since the primary objective of C.S.H.S.E. 
approved programs is "... to prepare human service 
practitioners to serve clients or carry out other supportive 
human service agency functions..." (C.S.H.S.E., 1983, p. 5), 
the field work component is an integral part of the 
generalist education program. Standard Number 21 states: 
"The program shall provide each student field experience 
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that is integrated with the rest of the training and 
education." (C.S.H.S.E., 1983, p. 20). 
To accomplish this standard both the faculty and agency 
representatives must define field work experiences that 
focus on the development of generalist competencies and 
values. However, a review of C.S.H.S.E. national standards 
indicates documentation required for field experience 
supervision is minimal. Standard Number 23 and Supervision 
Specifications for all program levels are: "It is the 
responsibility of the college to ensure that field placement 
sites provide quality training experiences and supervision." 
(p. 21). 
SPECIFICATIONS FOR ALL LEVELS: 
1. Ongoing direct supervision of students may be by a 
person whose qualifications satisfy the 
requirements of the college or by an assigned 
preceptor who is responsible to that supervision. 
2. Supervision by the college shall guarantee 
adequate knowledge of progress being made by the 
student, maintain and enhance the relationship 
with the agency, and include a minimum of one 
visit to each field placement site per quarter or 
semester. 
3. There shall be a written plan of learning 
experiences for each student which is conjointly 
developed and agreed to by the college, the 
student and the agency supervisor. (C.S.H.S.E., 
1983, pp. 21-22). 
The Council for Standards in Human Service Education 
National Self Study Guidelines require descriptions of 
agency staff providing direct supervision, descriptions of 
college supervisory methods as well as descriptions and 
examples of learning experience plans. But these documents 
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present no specific recommendations for field work agency 
supervisor/coordinator preparation. The same is true of the 
Southern Regional Education Board publications (1966, 1969, 
1973, 1978) and Council for Standards in Human Service 
Education Monographs (1983, 1987, 1989). 
There is, however, documentation in the literature by 
Kadushin (1976), Abel (1977), Austin (1981) and Lauffer 
(1987) indicating the primary orientation of one's role 
model (field work supervisor) does have a lasting affect on 
one's frame of reference and perception of the field. This 
appears to indicate that using specialists to provide field 
work supervision for generalist students could be 
problematic. 
Unable to find literature concerning this topic, the 
researcher scheduled a telephone interview on November 14, 
1989, with Dr. Mary Lou Cormier, one of the Founders of the 
New England Organization of Human Service Educators, the 
first President of the Council for Standards in Human 
Service Education and a national expert in human service 
education. Cormier confirmed the lack of data focusing on 
the ability of field work agency supervisors to be effective 
role models capable of translating the specifics of service 
provision into generalized approaches for human services 
practice. She stated this was the "missing link" in 
information available about preparing the generalist 
practitioner. In her opinion this data is essential for 
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competency development and value system growth of the 
generalist students. 
Publications focusing on the acquisition of 
competencies are discussed in Chapter II. Literature 
describing values and attitudes of on-site agency 
supervisors/coordinators of generalist students was not 
found. In 1991, telephone interviews were scheduled by the 
researcher to locate potential resources for this 
information. September 30, David Denton, Ph.D., Director of 
Health/Human Services Programs, Southern Regional Education 
Board, said he was not aware of publications with this 
focus. Cynthia Tower, Ed.D., President, and Jean A. Macht, 
M.A., Immediate Past President, C.S.H.S.E., interviewed 
October 1, both stated they were unaware of any such 
publications. October 4, Cormier stated that although 
values were defined for the generalist, to her knowledge 
these had never been studied from the on-site agency 
supervisor/coordinator perspective. Harold L. McPheeters, 
M.D., retired Director of S.R.E.B. Health/Human Services 
Programs, on October 7 stated that S.R.E.B. had not 
published studies about the values and the attitudes of 
generalist student supervisors/coordinators. He said: 
"Values and attitudes are the factors that determine the 
differences in human service generalist practitioners." 
October 11, Edward Jacobs, Ph.D., former S.R.E.B. Consultant 
and C.S.H.S.E. Board Member, now a Human Service Program 
faculty member at the College of St. Mary, Omaha, said to 
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his knowledge no one has attempted to study values and 
attitudes of agency supervisors/coordinators. He stated 
such a study would be "ground breaking." 
Purpose and Design of Study 
This study sought information concerning the effect 
agency employees believe their values, attitudes and 
perceptions of supervision have on the generalist student's 
field work education. A self-reporting survey instrument 
was designed to obtain data from agency staff who were 
supervisors/coordinators for second year (third and fourth 
semester) human service students. A representative sample 
was selected for interviews. Some information defines the 
agency employee as a specialist or a generalist 
practitioner, verifies how the employee thinks preparation 
for his/her current position influences student supervision 
and indicates what the role of student supervisor does for 
the individual as an agency employee. Findings are 
presented from the perspectives of the respondents. 
Associate degree field work experience examined in this 
study is a component of the Springfield Technical Community 
College Human Services Associate Program located in 
Springfield, Massachusetts. The program received national 
approval for a five year period (the maximum approval time) 
from the Council for Standards in Human Service Education on 
May 25, 1988. A full description of this setting is 
presented in Chapter III, Methodology. 
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This study focuses on three academic years: 1987-88; 
1988-89; 1989-90. The time period selected incorporates the 
year requirements for the Council for Standards in Human 
Service Education national review process, which included a 
self-study and site visit, were met. The next two years are 
the initial years the program operated with national 
approval. 
During these years sixty-five employees from human 
services agencies in the greater Springfield area 
participated in the program as field work supervisors/ 
coordinators. This multidisciplinary and transprofessional 
population includes a range of ages, academic preparation, 
practitioner experiences and human service employment. 
The following research questions will guide this study: 
1. Do field work supervisors describe generic human 
services competencies and values when supervising 
generalist students? 
2. How are agency employees prepared to be field work 
supervisors? 
3. What reasons do agency employees give for agreeing 
to supervise generalist field work students? 
4. What effect/affect do field work agency 
supervisors believe supervision has on the 
generalist student's educational experience? 
5. Are generic competencies and stated values held in 
common by diverse practitioners in human services? 
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6. Which principles of supervision could provide 
reinforcement of the generalist concept? 
7, Is staff development an appropriate method to 
provide agency employees with guidelines to 
supervise generalist students? 
Data were entered into dBase III PLUS and subsequently 
translated by SPSS/PC+ Ver4.0 into SPSS files. Using this 
combination of computer programs facilitates the 
quantitative and qualitative analyses of data obtained from 
the survey instruments and through interviews. 
Through this study, the researcher intended to gather 
data relating to the preparation of the human service 
generalist. At the present time, there is information 
available about the competencies and values required of the 
generalist practitioner. There is also documentation of the 
employment of program graduates. However, there are no data 
describing the preparation of the supervisor/coordinator who 
provides the essential bridge between academic theory and 
field practice. The generalist has been educated for entry 
and middle level positions through a variety of programs in 
this country. As noted earlier, the primary academic 
location is the community college. If the agency employee 
is not appropriately prepared to provide and evaluate field 
experiences for the generalist, these two year programs 
could become merely an orientation to human services which 
limits the student to selecting a specific discipline for a 
career or continuing education. Should the generalist 
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associate degree programs not develop educational criteria 
for the preparation of the field work agency employee as 
supervisor/coordinator premised on data from the field, then 
these programs could cease to exist. As we move toward the 
year 2000, the need for a generalist who can provide 
services for individuals and groups in the community, 
coordinate the existing resources and create networks for 
both the consumer and provider appears to be essential for 
delivery of humane services within the system. Therefore, 
the researcher feels this study will begin to provide what 
Dr. Cormier refers to as the "missing link" in human service 
education. 
Rationale and Significance of Study 
The field work agency supervisor/coordinator is an 
essential part of the educational program in human services. 
College and community agency collaboration enables the 
student to gain a practical orientation to service delivery. 
Opportunities to experience the actual requirements of 
service provision facilitate the personal and professional 
growth of the student. 
Literature review documents that the critical factor in 
professional practice is the belief and values system of the 
practitioner. Combs (1971) articulates this clearly in 
describing the helping professional. The agency based 
supervisor/coordinator is the "educational team member" who 
socializes the student generalist to the practitioner role. 
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This shaping will govern the student's values system, 
competency development and ultimately career decisions. 
It is essential, for the preparation of the generalist, 
that this socialization process focus on developing generic 
competencies of the helping professions. Here the 
self-image and professional discipline of the field work 
supervisor is critical. The fact that field experiences 
must provide actual involvement in the work of the agency 
indicates that assignment of an appropriately prepared 
agency employee as the on-site supervisor is imperative. 
Several models of supervision for the helping 
professions are described in the literature. Lenardelli and 
Gratz (1985) define the "Idiographic Model" in which the 
faculty coordinator assumes the collaborator, maintainer 
role, while the field work agency supervisor/coordinator has 
the roles and expectations of agency collaborator (p. 18). 
The "synergistic model" of the supervisory process presented 
by Abel (1977) identifies the agency supervisor as the 
change agent and treats supervisees as a client system 
(Lauffer, 1987, p. 267). Kadushin (1976) is a frequently 
quoted authority on supervision and the supervisory process. 
Although his focus is social work, the principles of 
supervision he presents do have application to the 
preparation of the human services generalist. He views 
educational supervision as affording the greatest source of 
satisfaction for supervisor and supervisee. Kaslow (1980) 
describes training and supervision as the crucial shaping 
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factors in the development of practitioner competence. 
Stressing the importance of the supervisor as role model, 
Kaslov recommends a partnership between supervisor and 
student enabling the student to progress from dependency to 
independent activities as the supervisor's co-worker. 
Staff development is the recommended method for 
preparing agency employees to become field work supervisors. 
Although authors cited above are in agreement with this 
approach, only Wilson (1981) clearly articulates a format 
for implementing a program. She suggests seminars or 
courses, sponsored either by the college or the agency, be 
required for all potential field work agency supervisors/ 
coordinators. Her area of concentration is the preparation 
of social workers. Sergiovanni and Starratt (1983) present 
a collaborative staff development design for teachers. They 
describe a method that makes program participants colleagues 
in program development. Such an approach could facilitate 
the liaison role of the faculty coordinator and actively 
engage the agency employee in the planning process (pp. 328- 
334) . 
Limitations and Delimitations 
Due to the uniqueness of individual programs approved 
by the Council for Standards in Human Service Education, 
findings may not be directly applicable in other locations. 
There are regional differences in human service provision, 
target populations and professional preparation of 
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providers. However, it is expected that implications for 
training will be discerned which can be generalized. 
The work focuses on one community college in 
Massachusetts. Supervisors/coordinators who comprise the 
population sample are limited to those who worked with 
second year students. Data collection relies on self- 
reporting. All of these may be limiting factors. 
This is an exploratory study of perspectives agency 
employees have of their role as supervisor/coordinator for 
the human services generalist student intern. There is no 
precedent for this work in human services. However, the 
literature reviewed does contain data concerning the use of 
supervision in the preparation of teachers, social workers 
and psychologists. These helping professions have presented 
documentation of the positive results obtained when the 
"role model" supervisor acts as the socializing factor in 
orienting the student practitioner to the profession. This 
material is included in the review of the literature for 
this study which is discussed in Chapter II. 
Organization of Study 
Chapter I contains a general introduction to some of 
the major concerns about agency employees who are 
supervisors/coordinators for field work experiences of human 
service generalist interns from associate degree programs. 
Terms relevant for the proposed study are defined. A 
statement of the problem addressed, purpose and design of 
the study, rationale and significance of the study, 
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limitations and delimitations of the study and an outline of 
the dissertation chapters are presented. 
Chapter II presents a review of the literature related 
to the development of the discipline of the human services 
generalist, the uses of field work supervision in the 
helping professions and those principles of staff 
development which focus on supervisor preparation. 
Chapter III describes the study. Descriptions of the 
community college and the history of the program studied, 
academic years researched, survey participants, instrument 
design, field test results, procedures and methods to be 
used in data analysis are included. 
Chapter IV contains the profiles of survey respondents, 
description of findings, and the analysis of data obtained 
through the study. 
Chapter V provides discussion of findings, conclusions, 
and the researcher's recommendations. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The literature review for this study includes the 
development of the discipline of human services generalist. 
Rationale for and current utilization of the community 
college as the primary educational site for preparing the 
entry and middle level practitioner are reviewed. 
Guidelines for establishing associate degree programs, the 
impact of standards on curriculum development and program 
operation, as well as the multiple-level program approval 
process are discussed. The effect of agency field work 
supervisors/coordinators on competency development, 
professional socialization and the internship learning 
process are described. Staff development principles, as 
they relate to issues of supervisor preparation and academic 
integration, are presented. 
The Human Services Generalist 
Background 
In the late 1950's and early 1960's, parallel forces 
converged resulting in the "Third Revolution in Mental 
Health" (Fisher, Mehr, Truckenbrod, 1974). This, the 
community mental health movement, both contributed to and 
resulted from legislation effecting public policy, the 
expanded definition of mental illness and the changes in 
educational preparation for professional careers. The 
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demands for community based service systems to meet the 
increasing needs of the general public required educational, 
programmatic and therapeutic innovations. 
Psychotropic drugs, primarily tranquilizers and 
antidepressants, gained widespread use in mental 
institutions in the late 1950*s. This increased discharge 
rates and produced changes in treatment modalities. The 
Mental Health Study Act of 1955 created the Joint Commission 
on Mental Illness and Mental Health which documented that 
adherence to traditional methods for preparing mental health 
professionals would only increase the existing manpower 
deficit. Dr. George Albee, Commission member, authored 
Mental Health Manpower Trends in 1961. He made a strong 
plea for the development of new workers prepared in shorter 
time periods than the customary six, eight, ten or twelve 
years of professional training. Using the findings of a 
cabinet level committee he appointed to study the Joint 
Commission Report, President John F. Kennedy delivered a 
message to Congress in February 1963. The part that has 
significance for human services is: 
I propose a national mental health program to 
assist in the inauguration of a wholly new 
emphasis and approach to care for the mentally 
ill. This approach relies primarily upon the new 
knowledge and the new drugs acquired and developed 
in recent years which make it possible for most of 
the mentally ill to be successfully and quickly 
treated in their communities and returned to a 
useful place in society. 
These breakthroughs have rendered obsolete 
the traditional methods of treatment which imposed 
upon the mentally ill a quarantine, a prolonged or 
permanent confinement in huge, unhappy mental 
hospitals where they are out of sight and 
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forgotten.... We need a new type of health 
facility, one which will return mental health care 
to the mainstream...and at the same time upgrade 
mental health survivors (Mehr, 1986, p. 7). 
In October 1963, Public Law 88-164, the Community Mental 
Health Centers Act, was signed. Thus, national political 
support was established for the introduction of 
comprehensive mental health centers to replace large mental 
hospitals. These community based facilities would require 
new personnel for new functions. 
Simultaneously, the term mental illness was being 
replaced by the term mental health. This placed the 
emphasis on the whole person with life-long membership in 
the social structure of the community, changing the scope of 
practice and type of educational preparation required for 
mental health practitioners. 
The increasing need for developing new mental health 
manpower resources in order to provide community based 
services required by the mandated deinstitutionalization in 
mental health resulted in the proliferation of programs to 
prepare new workers (Mandell, et al., 1985; Mehr, 1986). 
Paraprofessional education became a reality in a broad 
spectrum of offerings ranging from institutional in-service 
training through programs providing certificates and 
associate degrees. Financial support was derived from the 
National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH), the Office of 
Economic Opportunity (0E0), the Department of Labor (D of 
L), as well as state and local funds. 
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Participants were recruited from diverse backgrounds. 
They included high school graduates (Beilin, et al., 1967), 
mature women who previously earned liberal arts bachelor's 
degrees (Rioch, 1966), minorities, the unemployed and 
individuals who were classified as poor in accordance with 
0E0 guidelines (James, 1979). Functions of the new workers 
were expanding mental health services while providing 
linkages between middle class professionals and their lower 
socioeconomic clients. 
McPheeters and King noted in 1969 (SREB Symposium) that 
the concept of the generalist was initially threatening to 
the established professions. The labels "sub-professional” 
and "non-professional" were being used for the aides and 
assistants who were being prepared for employment through 
the 0E0 recruitment of indigenous workers and the "New 
Careerists" supported through the Department of Labor 
training modalities. In 1966 McPheeters (SREB, p. 25) had 
observed that the middle level professional was a term being 
used to describe the community college graduate and the 
bachelor's degree social worker, as well as the master's 
degree clinical psychologist. McPheeters' objective was to 
create a four level system affording employment and status 
linkages. In the model proposed by McPheeters at the 1971 
Southern Regional Education Board Faculty Development 
Conference in Atlanta, Georgia, Entry Level would be New 
Careers; next, Technicians; then, Associates; and last, 
Therapists (1971, p. 2). 
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Community College Education 
Funded by NIMH, in 1965 the Southern Regional Education 
Board studied the feasibility of using community colleges as 
the academic site to prepare a new mental health worker. A 
worker who would be integrated into the delivery system. 
Representatives of southern community colleges and mental 
health agencies meeting at an SREB sponsored conference, in 
1966 agreed the community college was the appropriate site 
for the education of a generalist mental health worker. The 
rapid growth of these institutions, increasing focus on 
occupational curricula, transfer options, affordable 
tuition, geographical accessibility and community service 
philosophy were factors considered relevant by conferees. 
Dr. Norman Harris, Professor of Technical Education, 
University of Michigan, stated: "...it is only the 
community (junior) college that has the potential and 
commitment that can close the middle manpower gap." (SREB, 
1966, p. 6). 
Although conferees did not produce a description of the 
generalist, all agreed this new worker should be "people 
oriented" and capable of independent judgement and action. 
Dr. Kenneth Skaggs, American Association of Junior Colleges 
Staff Specialist assigned to development of health 
curricula, stated: 
I do not think we will have much enthusiasm for 
developing mental health worker education programs 
in the community junior colleges until we do have 
a clarification of the curriculum and the training 
necessary... and support of the professions 
themselves... for this educational program to move 
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forward, I believe very strongly that you will 
have to pursue this development aggressively. 
Some coordinating agency such as yourselves will 
have to take the initiative in a very forthright 
manner (SREB, 1973, p. 6). 
From 1968-1973 many national events in the education 
and employment of middle level mental health/human service 
workers were direct results of the work done by the NIMH 
funded SREB Mental Health Manpower Project. Thirteen roles 
and functions were delineated for these workers: 
1. Outreach (human link) worker 
2. Broker 
3. Advocate 
4. Evaluator 
5. Teacher-Educator 
6. Behavior Changer 
7. Mobilizer 
8. Consultant 
9. Community Planner 
10. Care Giver 
11. Data Manager 
12. Administrator 
13. Assistant to the Specialist 
(SREB, 1969, pp. 29-30). 
A detailed description of the generalist was presented: 
1. The generalist works with a limited number of 
clients or families (in consultation with other 
professionals) to provide "across the board" 
services as needed by clients and their families. 
2. The generalist is able to work in a variety of 
agencies and organizations that provide mental 
health services. 
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3. The generalist is able to work cooperatively with 
all of the existing professions in the field 
rather than affiliating directly with any one of 
the existing professions. 
4. The generalist is familiar with a number of 
therapeutic services and techniques rather than 
specializing in one or two areas. 
5. The generalist is a "beginning professional" who 
is expected to continue to learn and to grow 
(SREB, 1969, p. 10). 
Publication of project materials generated national 
requests for technical assistance from SREB. Faculty 
development conferences, initially focusing on the fourteen 
states in the Southern Region, were expanded to include 
nationwide participation in the design and implementation of 
educational programs. This fostered program linkages, 
created an educational process and initiated the development 
of career ladders for the middle level worker. The linkages 
and process still exist today. 
The final report of the project, appropriately titled 
The Creation of a Discipline, summarizes the history and 
accomplishments of SREB. Section VI presents the rationale 
for retitling programs "Human Services". Restructuring of 
state agencies into umbrella organizations and the diverse 
pattern of graduate employment are cited as supportive data. 
Also, the hope was that a broader generic name would provide 
vertical and horizontal mobility for the middle level worker 
(SREB, 1973). 
In 1965, the first Mental Health Associate Degree 
Program began. This was located on the Purdue University 
Regional Campus, Fort Wayne, Indiana. By 1973 there were 
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146 known programs in this country. Today, more than 400 
certificate, associate and baccalaureate programs are 
operational. The majority are at the associate degree 
level. These two-year programs, primarily generalist in 
orientation, provide a course of study combining general 
studies, human service specialty courses, human services 
courses and supervised practicum experiences (CSHSE, 1985? 
Dugger, 1980; Mandell & Schram, 1985). Graduates of these 
programs now constitute more than fifty percent of the 
direct service providers in mental health, mental 
retardation, substance abuse, gerontology, corrections, 
child care and adolescent programs. Positions range from 
entry level to director of local, regional, state and 
federal programs. Graduates have obtained employment in 
Europe and the Far East. Their competency-based education 
prepares them for mobility. Continuing education 
achievements of graduates indicate they are life-long 
learners. The foresight of those who pioneered the creation 
of this new discipline continues to benefit providers and 
consumers of human services. 
Program Standards and Program Approval 
A survey of over 300 training programs was initiated 
through the SREB Program Approval Project in 1976. Results 
would be employed in making decisions about program 
standards. Information obtained clearly indicated 
similarity in concerns centering on training, field work, 
generic skills, faculty characteristics and common policies. 
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An educators' task force used this data to propose training 
standards and develop a model for assessment. Format and 
general content of standards were proposed. It was agreed 
requirements for both associate and baccalaureate programs 
should be defined. These proposals were field tested for 
clarity through regional conferences. Then more than 1100 
human services faculty and a group of graduates and human 
services providers were asked to evaluate and comment on the 
proposed standards. The National Standards for Human 
Service Education and Training Programs, purposely stated in 
general terms, providing defined principles that afford 
sufficient flexibility to support diverse programs, were the 
final outcome of this process. 
The Council for Standards in Human Service Education 
(CSHSE) was founded in 1979 "to give focus and direction to 
education and training in mental health and human services 
throughout the country" (CSHSE, 1983, 1985). This 
organization concentrates on assisting human service 
educators and college administrators achieve maximum 
effectiveness in human service education. Through an 
established formal approval process, recognition of those 
programs judged in compliance with the Standards is 
provided. The approval process requires a self-study, 
evaluation of and continuous use of creativity in the 
preparation of human service practitioners. Program 
approval is premised on meeting the specified criteria for 
curriculum content, field instruction, faculty credentials, 
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student admission and advisement policies, administrative 
organization and quality of educational resources. 
Standards were revised in 1982 by a task force of 
college faculty and human service agency training personnel. 
Recommended changes clarified the differences between 
baccalaureate and associate degree level educational 
requirements and specified standards for the non-degree 
granting technical program level. The entire membership of 
the Council was asked to comment on task force proposals. 
As a result the Standards, revised in 1983, contain 
technical, associate and baccalaureate level specifications. 
In 1988, using the same process, Standards for Field Work 
were revised. Changes became effective January 1989. 
Discussions are now being held to determine the feasibility 
of establishing specifications for the master's level (CSHSE 
Bulletin 9.3, 1989, pp. 3-4). 
From 1979-1984, the Council consisted of a National 
Board of Directors. As Cormier notes in the CSHSE Monograph 
Number 5 (1987), this centralized operation, although 
efficient, had limitations. Board members, although elected 
from eight regions in the United States, served as national, 
not regional representatives. Regionalization was 
implemented in 1984. The CSHSE program approval process and 
publications remain national. Technical assistance and 
membership are now regional. The Regional Representatives 
to the Board provide linkages between local human service 
programs and the Council. 
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Brown delineates the advantages and disadvantages of 
this change in her "Update on Regionalization" in the Human 
Service Education Journal (HSE, 8:1). The positive factors 
cited include improved communications, a productive division 
of labor and more responsibility for each regional 
representative. Disadvantages incorporate the need to 
support new and complex communications and the need for 
follow-through activities by regional directors and officers 
who are volunteers. With communication and cooperation, 
Brown feels this new system will work. 
Development of standards, delineation of an approval 
process and creation of a council to coordinate, monitor and 
implement peer review for human service programs nationally 
have been accomplished in thirteen years. These are 
mechanisms to assure quality of practitioner preparation and 
give credibility to programs. CSHSE approval does provide 
status and prestige for individual programs as academic 
equals with other degree granting majors in their respective 
colleges. This conclusion is based on my contacts with 
department chairs of associate degree programs and my 
personal experience as chair of a human service program that 
has been awarded five year approval by the Council for 
Standards in Human Service Education. 
27 
Field Work Supervision 
The universal component in all generalist human service 
programs is supervised field work. Experiential learning in 
the human service delivery system is an integral part of the 
student's educational process. Through agency assignments, 
the student is expected to incorporate knowledge, skills and 
attitudes acquired in campus classes and personal 
experiences by demonstrating the development of competencies 
essential for the generalist practitioner. Self-assessment 
and evaluations by supervisors are designed to enable the 
student to make realistic career choices as the result of 
experiences in field work. These experiences, as noted 
earlier, facilitate student progression from observation of 
to the provision of services for consumers. 
The critical factor in field work is the interagency 
cooperation linking the college and the community agency as 
partners in this educational process. Quality of placements 
and site supervision depends upon this. Although the 
college defines the educational parameters of field work, it 
is the agency that provides direct supervision of daily 
activities and actually enables the student to achieve 
access to appropriate experiences. Therefore, the college 
and agency must negotiate an agreement that assures 
productive collaboration. Cooperative curriculum projects, 
according to Beder (1984), Cervero (1984) and Fingeret 
(1984), are premised on sharing information concerning goals 
and objectives of each organization and verifying that the 
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individuals who have the requisite professional expertise 
are willing to participate in the cooperative agreement. 
This supports the current practice of pre-practicum 
assessment of resources by college and agency 
representatives prior to establishing a field work contract. 
During these negotiations the faculty coordinator is 
identified, supervisory responsibilities delineated and the 
agency supervisor(s) selected. Valid collaboration 
necessitates creating an atmosphere of mutual trust and 
commitment. This facilitates the understanding of 
differences in organizational cultures, defines the 
expectations of all participants and enables assessment of 
benefits that will result from the proposed association of 
the college and the agency. 
It is the responsibility of the college to ensure that 
placements afford students both quality training experiences 
and supervision. This is stated in CSHSE Standard Number 23 
cited earlier. Further, the faculty coordinator is charged 
with monitoring student progress and knowledge acquisition 
while maintaining a positive relationship with agency staff. 
The only qualification for on-going direct supervision is 
that it be by a person meeting the qualifications 
established by the college. The assignment of an agency 
employee as the on-site supervisor is vital. This enables 
the student to become involved in the actual wcrk of the 
agency. Thus, this seems to be an appropriate supervisory 
approach (p. 18). 
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Field Work Supervisors 
The introduction of this presentation describes agency 
supervisors as specialists who share membership in the 
helping professions. Examples of some of those professions 
are listed. In order to understand the "common core" of 
generic skills mentioned, the literature was reviewed to 
obtain descriptions for helper, helping professions and 
helping professionals. 
Mehr (1986) states, "Human Services focuses on helping 
rather than healing" (p. 29). 
The primary purpose of helping is client self- 
fulfillment. The goal is the same for every 
helping professional... in any of the specialties 
recognized in the field. Although practitioners 
may behave in different ways to assist clients 
achieving self-fulfillment (Combs & Avila, 1985, 
p. 156). 
Therefore, Combs and Avila feel professional helpers should 
focus on their similarities and not their differences. This 
idea is supported in the literature. Egan (1986) states, 
"Helpers need a conceptual framework that enables them to 
borrow ideas, methods and techniques systematically from all 
theories, schools and approaches and integrate them into 
their own theory and practice of helping" (p. 9). 
Blanchard (1979), describing the helping professional 
(pp. 80-82) and Johnson (1983) delineating the 
characteristics of a helping person (pp. 113-115) use the 
work of Combs, et al., (1969, 1971). The similarities in 
their sources are interesting, since Blanchard's 
presentation focuses on the public school administrator and 
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teacher of young children, while Johnson is concerned with 
the social worker as a practitioner. 
Combs, et al., (1969) found the helping professional: 
1. Views other people as: 
a. able rather than unable 
b. friendly rather than unfriendly 
c. worthy rather than unworthy 
d. internally rather than externally motivated 
e. dependable rather than undependable 
f. helpful rather than hindering 
2. Perceives self as feeling: 
a. identified with people 
b. adequate 
c. trustworthy - dependable, reliable, coping 
d. wanted - likeable, capable of eliciting warm 
responses from significant others 
e. worthy - having integrity, dignity, respect 
3. Possesses traits which include being: 
a. freeing rather than controlling of people 
b. concerned about larger rather than smaller 
issues 
c. self-revealing rather than self-concealing 
d. personally involved with rather than 
alienated from people 
e. process rather than goal oriented. 
Combs and Avila (1985), reviewing research conducted to 
discern the differences between "good" and "poor" helpers in 
the helping professions, state their belief that "the 
critical decision lies in the belief system of helpers" (p. 
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25). Their conviction is effective helping involves 
development of a system of beliefs that become guidelines 
for the helper, a trust-worthy frame of reference for both 
long-term goals and daily decision making (pp. 13-27). 
Welch, Tate, Richards, Numella, Spangler, Arbuckle and 
Branch support the emphasis on self-development and indicate 
communication is also an essential for helpers (Avila, et 
al., 1985). These authors as well as Rogers (1961) and 
Maslow (1968) recognize the need to acquire a knowledge base 
and skills essential for helping. Combs, in his 
presentation at the 1971 Southern Regional Education Board 
Faculty Development Conference, made several comments 
concerning the training of helpers. 
...people learn best when they have a need to 
know...if we are going to make people become 
effective helpers, we have to create a need to 
know before we give them information...practicum 
or internships must be seen as...not to try out 
what you've learned, but as a place to discover 
what the problems are (p. 15). 
...production of practitioners call for lots of 
discussion,...trying, attempting...thinking... 
discovering...all this takes time...it cannot be 
rushed (p. 20). 
...training of practitioners must be personal and 
experiential (p. 21). 
Three basic themes regarding helpers, helping 
professions and helping professionals appear to receive 
support in the literature reviewed: 
1. "Know thyself" is an essential concept for a 
practitioner to use in order to help others 
effectively. 
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2. "Becoming” a helper involves a life long process 
of self exploration and belief system refinement. 
3. The helping professions have more similarities 
than differences. 
Open communication and shared learning among the helping 
professions can be facilitated if these themes are 
understood, accepted and practiced by the helping 
professionals engaged in the delivery of human services. 
Supervision 
Supervision, perceived as an interactive process, 
enabling the supervisee to "become", supports the helping 
concepts found in the literature. This is the perspective 
employed in reviewing materials concerning supervision, 
supervisor, student supervisee. Limited data were found 
concerning the supervision of the human services generalist 
employee. Since the supervisory needs of the generalist 
field work student are similar to those of the new "middle 
level employee", that material is incorporated here. 
Mandell and Schram (1985) depict supervision as the 
traditional method for learning a human service job as well 
as the critical factor in determining the quality of job 
performance. They recommend weekly scheduled supervisory 
sessions to discuss work related problems and define future 
plans. Case conferences, staffings and team reviews are 
listed as one-to-one format alternatives. Suggesting the 
separation of administrative and practice supervision, these 
authors state: 
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...no one should be a supervisor who does not have 
useful knowledge to share with less experienced 
workers....A good supervisor allows workers 
autonomy, but gives support. This encourages 
creativity, spontaneity, imagination and open 
discussion.... The search for knowledge and skill 
is an on-going process with not fixed boundaries 
(pp. 397-404). 
Mehr (1986) notes novice and experienced human service 
workers should expect to receive supervision from more 
experienced professionals. Dividing supervision into three 
categories which he terms as housekeeping, role-specific and 
relationship factors, he states: 
The supervisory relationship focuses on enhancing 
the supervisee's functioning. Ideally, supervisor 
and employee collaborate to increase the 
employee's awareness of personal strengths and 
weaknesses (p. 200). 
Focusing on "Supervising and Being Supervised," Lauffer 
(1987) quotes Reynolds' 1936 and 1942 descriptions of social 
work supervision and its essential aspects (p. 263) . The 
influence of these writings is reflected in Lauffer's 
discussion of Williamson's three supervisory functions 
(administrative, educational and "secondary leadership") 
which view supervision and administration as linked 
(p. 256). Abel's (1977) "synergistic model" of the 
supervisory process in which learning contributes to change 
is reviewed by Lauffer (p. 267). This model identifies the 
supervisor as the change agent and treats the supervisees as 
a client system. Lauffer also presents Kadushin's concepts 
of social work supervision. According to Lauffer, these 
support Williamson. Further, Lauffer includes Austin's 
(1981) writings which incorporate Kadushin. The original 
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writings of Kadushin (1976) and Austin (1981) will be 
reviewed here. 
Kadushin (1976) defined supervision and the supervisor 
in the following terms: 
The ultimate objective of supervision is to offer 
the agency's service to the client in the most 
efficient manner possible (p. 20). 
...the supervisor administratively integrates and 
coordinates the supervisees' work with others in 
the agency, educates the workers to a more 
skillful performance in their tasks, and supports 
and sustains the workers in motivated performance 
of these tasks... (p. 21). 
Describing the characteristics of the supervisor as an 
agency employee, Kadushin uses these parameters: 
...administrative staff member... authority is 
delegated...direct, coordinate, enhance, and 
evaluate on-the-job performance of supervisees for 
whom...is accountable...performs administrative, 
educational, and supportive functions in 
interaction with the supervisee in...a positive 
relationship...ultimate objective...to deliver 
best possible service, quantitative and 
qualitatively, in accordance with agency policies 
and procedures. Supervision is an indirect 
service (p. 21). 
Writing about the three components of supervision, 
Kadushin says administrative supervision requires the 
delegation of authority and power. It is task centered, 
focuses on getting the job done, involves planning, 
organizing, facilitating and evaluating to produce an 
efficient worker. He views educational supervision as a 
line function, a significant part of the supervisor's role, 
affording the greatest source of satisfaction for both 
supervisor and supervisee. This aspect of supervision 
focuses on internalizing administrative controls, 
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development of a professional orientation, to prepare a 
competent worker. 
According to Kadushin, the best learning occurs if: 
1. We are highly motivated to learn. 
2. We can devote most of our energies to learning. 
3. Learning brings positive satisfactions. 
4. We are actively involved in the learning process. 
5. Content is meaningfully presented. 
6. Learner's uniqueness is acknowledged (p. 196). 
The criteria recommended to facilitate this learning 
process include regularly scheduled individual sessions, for 
which the supervisor does preplanning and preparation. 
Critical analysis of work should be engaged in by both 
participants. This leads to shared insight and 
clarification for both supervisor and supervisee, according 
to Kadushin. 
Supportive supervision, focusing on expressive needs, 
reinforces ego defenses, strengthens the capacity to deal 
with employment stresses and tensions and develops a 
compassionate, understanding worker. The supervisor 
communicates confidence, provides perspective, helps the 
worker clarify goals and fosters opportunities for 
successful task achievement. 
Kadushin devotes Chapter 7 to supervising 
paraprofessionals. For him, all social work employees who 
do not have a bachelor's or master's degree in social work, 
as well as indigenous workers and human service associate 
36 
degree graduates, are so classified. Labeling indigenous 
workers and associate degree graduates "Preprofessionals", 
he recommends different applications of his supervisory 
concepts for this "new worker." A greater emphasis on the 
educational and supportive processes is advocated. 
Unfortunately, for purposes of this review, he concentrates 
on the indigenous worker, (comparable to the CSHSE technical 
level), so direct application of data is inappropriate for 
this study. It is worth noting that Kadushin felt the 
delivery system impact of this new group in the work force 
was important enough to devote a full chapter to this topic. 
Kadushin feels his supervision model synthesizes the 
aspects of supervision defined in the past while focusing on 
current and future needs. As noted in Chapter I, his work 
is frequently quoted in the literature reviewed for data 
about supervision and supervisors. His writings appear to 
have relevance for all levels of preparation in the helping 
professions, even though he is writing for and about social 
work. 
Austin (1981) uses Kadushin's definition of supervision 
and supervisory practice functions as his premise in 
Supervisory Management for the Human Services. He states 
that he intends the primary readers of his publication to be 
social agency personnel who have, or plan to, become first 
or second line supervisors. Austin concentrates on the 
middle management roles and functions of supervision, 
developing a task analysis and assessment inventory format 
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to assist the practitioner in the transition from direct 
service. He delineates issues that will facilitate the 
agency employee's process of re-socialization in agency 
relations. This material relates to supervising and being 
supervised. Delivering Human Services (1986) by Austin, 
Kopp and Smith incorporates some of these task analyses and 
assessment inventories to prepare entry and middle level 
human service workers. Unit Four, titled "The Management of 
Work to Deliver Effective and Efficient Services,” presents 
a chapter on "Supervising.” This contains three sections— 
Using Supervision—Supervising Up—Perception Checking. 
These two publications, intended for different audiences, 
are mutually supportive. Emphasizing communications, both 
reinforce the premise that supervision is an interactive 
process involving administration, education and supportive 
components. 
Nash (1978), Shulman (1982), the Lewises (1983) and 
Kaslow (1986) agree that supervision is a multifaceted 
endeavor, fostering development of skills and encouraging 
professional and personal growth. This literature review 
indicates collective acknowledgement that supervisors as 
leaders, as catalysts and as helping professionals, have 
both the responsibility and the authority to engage in these 
administrative, educational and supportive activities with 
supervisees. 
Wilson (1981) in Field Instruction: Techniques for 
Supervisors, says: 
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Many field instructors literally cut their 
supervisory teeth on students, frequently as a 
first step toward supervising staff in their 
agency (p. 19) . 
She also notes that this role (student supervisor) requires 
a specialized approach for which the new field supervisor 
needs guidance. 
What is needed is a new concept of supervision...a 
concept that it is the responsibility of the 
supervisor to help the supervisee develop 
to...fullest potential and to succeed in work. 
This will involve teaching and counseling—not 
just the traditional performance monitoring... 
(SREB, 1969, p. 67). 
Shulman (1982) believes, "The supervisor helps by 
mediating between the learner and ideas to be learned," to 
create an atmosphere that fosters effective learning 
(p. 165). Highly effective teaching according to Shulman 
requires that the supervisor have knowledge, be able to 
transmit information, be capable of presenting ideas so they 
are open to challenge and have the ability to empathize with 
students. He presents three essential requirements for 
effective learning. These require that the learner (in this 
case the student): 
1. perceive an investment in the knowledge 
2. be actively involved in creating the ideas 
3. have an opportunity to practice use of information 
(p. 165). 
Kaslow (1986) describes training and supervision as the 
crucial shaping factors in the development of practitioner 
competence. She also stresses the importance of the 
supervisor as a role model. In her opinion, the supervisor 
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should evolve a partnership with the student that supports 
interaction, reflection and assessment, enabling the student 
to progress from dependency on the supervisor to independent 
activities as a co-worker. 
Staff Development 
Staff development is the recommended method for 
preparing agency employees to become field work supervisors. 
The authors cited here are in agreement with this approach. 
The format is, however, not clearly articulated, except by 
Wilson (1981). She suggests seminars or courses, sponsored 
either by the college or by the agency, be required for all 
potential agency based field instructors. Sergiovanni and 
Starratt (1983) define staff development conceptually as 
something the individual does for self-growth, increasing 
the participant's range of alternatives, changing self- 
perception and enabling the person to grow and develop on 
the job. The staff development design they present has five 
critical components: intents, substance, competency, 
approach and responsibility. The planner must be concerned 
about both intent and substance of the program. In turn the 
planner must match these with appropriate approaches, 
competency levels and delineation of responsibility. 
Although this model as presented focuses on teachers, it 
appears to have relevance and potential for application in 
formulating a staff development program for agency 
supervisors. They describe an intermediate approach with 
supervisory responsibility that makes participants 
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colleagues in staff development. This would facilitate the 
liaison role of the faculty coordinator and actively involve 
the agency employee as collaborator in the process (1983, 
pp. 328-334). 
Pecora and Austin (1987) state: "...For supervisors, 
staff development may provide an opportunity to improve 
their own knowledge and skills as well as the capacities of 
their supervisees" (p. 128). According to these authors: 
"Much in the literature reflects a heavy emphasis on 
instructional techniques and participant involvement" (p. 
130). However, they feel that there is not much written 
about the management of staff development programs. 
Stating, "...creative staff development program management 
could become the new fringe benefit for the... 1990's", they 
recommend the systems approach for managing such programs in 
human services agencies. Their model, presenting what they 
consider the major tasks involved in management of this 
process, is: 
1. analyzing social policies relevant to the agency's 
mission, 
2. incorporating organizational and worker 
perspectives, 
3. assessing worker learning needs, 
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4. designing training events, and 
5. evaluating training activities (p. 130). 
This presentation includes a description of the roles, 
functions and responsibilities for implementing the process. 
Focusing on the affect the designers' orientation has on the 
program, they note that if staff committees, supervisors or 
individual staff members are given this responsibility, the 
process will have a worker orientation; but, if the 
orientation is administrative, the process will have an 
agency focus. No preference for either is cited. However, 
there is a strong recommendation that the concept of 
andragogy be employed in designing both instruction and 
evaluation components of programs. To reinforce this 
premise, Pecora and Austin also quote Knowles' (1978) 
description of the adult learner. 
1. Adults are motivated to learn as they experience 
needs and interests that learning will satisfy; 
therefore, these needs and interests are 
appropriate starting points for organizing adult 
learning activities. 
2. Adult orientation to learning is life centered; 
therefore, the appropriate units for organizing 
adult learning are life situations, not subjects. 
3. Experience is the richest resource for adult 
learning; therefore, the core methodology of adult 
education is the analysis of experience. 
4. Adults have a deep need to be self-directing; 
therefore, the role of the teacher is to engage in 
a process of mutual inquiry rather than to 
transmit knowledge of them and then evaluate their 
conformity to it. 
5. Individual differences among people increase with 
age; therefore, adult education must make optimal 
provision for differences in style, time, place, 
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and pace of learning (Pecora & Austin, 1987, pp. 
135-137). 
This chapter also includes a discussion of organizational 
development and the operation of the agency. 
Attention must be paid to the values, beliefs, 
needs, and wants of workers at all levels, as well 
as to the current stage of organizational 
development and maturity (p. 140). 
In the foreword of the Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development (ASCD) 1981 Yearbook, Day says: 
Learning and growth take place throughout an 
individual's lifetime and must continually be a 
renewing process. Therefore, we must deal with 
organizational growth and with staff development 
that will adequately serve both the organization 
and the individual. In short, we and the 
institutions which serve us must be self-renewing 
(p. vii). 
Definitions of staff development and organization 
development presented in this publication support the inter¬ 
dependence of both as complex, complementary, dynamic human 
processes. This connectedness must be recognized if planned 
change is to occur. 
Blanchard, et al., (1979) present several staff 
development models which provide options and choices. They 
caution readers to consider the environment the selected 
plan will create. The common factor in the proposals is 
that all foster self-directed learning. Della-Dora 
describes the "Whole Person" approach? Foster, the 
"Beachhead" approach; Fantini, the Team Planning approach; 
Goodlad, the DDAE (dialogue, decisions, action, and 
evaluation) approach; no specific author, just "some 
educators," the Systems approach? Trump and Georgiades, the 
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Supervisory-Management Team approach; and Costa, the 
Administrative and Supervisory Support System for 
Self-Directed Learning. The range of models documented data 
concerning adult learning styles and extensive recognition 
of benefits derived from appropriate staff development 
programs, indicate adaptation to the organizational milieu 
can produce positive growth and change. This enhances both 
the staff and the agency. 
Summary 
The field work agency supervisor/coordinator is an 
essential part of the educational program in human services. 
Collaboration between the college and the community agency 
enables the generalist student to gain a practical 
orientation for service delivery. Opportunities to 
experience the actual requirements of service provision 
facilitate the growth of the student as a person and a 
practitioner. 
Individuals selected to be generalist student agency 
supervisors/coordinators may have little or no preparation 
for their supervisory role, as Wilson (1981) states. If not 
employed in a middle management position by the agency, the 
employee has direct service responsibilities. Student 
supervision, requiring several hours each week, must be 
scheduled to accommodate the employee's primary agency task, 
service provision for consumers. To effectively supervise 
the generalist human service major, it is essential that the 
field work agency supervisor have a global perspective of 
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human services as a delivery system incorporating many 
disciplines. This means that the potential agency 
supervisor must have a self-image that reflects membership 
in the helping professions. 
Review of the literature documents that the critical 
factor in professional practice is the belief system and 
values of the practitioner. Combs (1971) articulates this 
clearly in describing the helping professional. The agency- 
based supervisor is the "education team member" who 
socializes the generalist student to the role of 
practitioner. As observer of and participant in agency 
work, the student develops professional attitudes that will 
define his or her personal perception of the field. The 
agency employee must be cognizant of the "role model" aspect 
of the supervisory process and its potential influence on 
the student. This shaping will govern the student's value 
system, competency development and ultimately, career 
decisions. It is essential, for the preparation of the 
generalist, that this socialization process focus on 
developing the core competencies of the helping professions. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The study is described in this chapter. Restatements 
of the problem and the purpose of the study precede 
descriptions of the community college setting and history of 
the program studied. Academic years researched, selection 
of subjects, phases in design development, field testing, 
procedures used and data analysis are discussed. 
Restatement of the Problem and Purpose 
Data are needed concerning the ability of agency 
employees as field work role models to translate specifics 
of agency service provision into generalized approaches 
essential for human services practitioners. Such 
interpretations are essential for competency development and 
value system growth of generalist students. Agency employee 
perspectives of student supervision are the focus of this 
study. Topics examined include supervision as a teaching 
process, preparation and rationale for being a supervisor 
and beliefs held regarding the effect/affect supervision has 
on student education. This study presents values, attitudes 
and perceptions of field work as self-reported by agency 
coordinators/supervisors. The data base created as a result 
of this research, for the first time, makes the perspectives 
of on-site agency staff members available for utilization in 
field work policy and planning decisions. 
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The Setting and Program 
Community colleges have been the primary academic 
institutions engaged in the preparation of generalists for 
entry and middle level positions in human services in the 
United States since the 1960's. It is important that both 
the community college and history of the program studied be 
depicted so the context in which the research was performed 
be understood. Therefore, Springfield Technical Community 
College (STCC), which offers the associate degree program 
studied, is presented as an example of such an educational 
institution. The history of the human services program at 
this community college is discussed to demonstrate the 
evolution of this generalist course of study. 
Springfield Technical Community College 
September 1967, Springfield Technical Institute (STI), 
a post-secondary educational facility, established by the 
city of Springfield in 1964, located in the heart of the 
city on the grounds of the Springfield Armory, became part 
of the Massachusetts Regional Community College System, the 
12th community college created through the master plan 
implemented by the Massachusetts Board of Regional Community 
Colleges. STI was renamed Springfield Technical Community 
College in August 1968. 
The Armory closed in April 1968. Today, the 55 acre 
Springfield Armory National Historic Site is shared by the 
federal and state government. Twenty acres, operated as 
part of the National Park Service (NPS), contain the Armory 
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Museum and NPS administrative offices. Thirty-five acres 
are the Springfield Technical Community College campus. 
From the original 16 programs offered in 1967 to an 
initial enrollment of 400 students, the College has become a 
higher education institution with 41 degree and four 
certificate programs available to a combined enrollment of 
over 7000 students in day and continuing education classes. 
Eight academic divisions—Business; General Studies/ 
Developmental Education; Health/Human Services; Humanities; 
Mathematics, Sciences & Engineering; Nursing; Social 
Sciences; Technologies—provide career, technical and 
transfer education programs for the diverse enrollment 
produced by the College's open-door admissions policy. The 
Human Services Associate Program which is the focus of this 
study is a department in the Division of Health/Human 
Services. 
The only co-educational, public, technical community 
college in Massachusetts, the College is an integral part of 
the community it serves. Individuals are recruited from 
business, industry, education, health and human service 
agencies to serve as members of the Springfield Technical 
Community College Foundation, the Business and Industry 
Council and individual program advisory committees. College 
administrators, faculty, staff and students serve as elected 
officials and appointed members of local governing bodies as 
well as volunteering for service in community organizations. 
Dedicated to the community college concepts of open-door 
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admissions, provision of low cost quality education and 
excellence in teaching, this comprehensive institution is 
also a resource for civic and social events. 
The Springfield Technical Community College 1992-93 
Catalog describes students admitted since 1967 as, "...adult 
learners, growing minority populations, veterans, 
international students, single parents, employees needing 
retraining, the disabled, disadvantaged, and senior citizens 
wishing to continue their education,...the traditional 
college student, the recent high school graduate" (p. 6). 
This is an appropriate portrayal of individuals who have/are 
enrolled in the associate degree program studied. 
Human Services Associate Program 
Fall 1968, the first 26 students were enrolled in the 
Springfield Technical Community College Mental Health 
Technology Program. Focusing on the preparation of a 
generalist, the curriculum combined campus classes with 
supervised practicum experiences in local community service 
agencies. June 1970, twenty graduates received the 
Associate of Science in Mental Health Technology. 
In 1970, collaboration with the Columbia Point 
Multi-Service Center resulted in the establishment of a 
Boston, Massachusetts extension of the Springfield Technical 
Community College program. Students commuted from Columbia 
Point to attend classes in Springfield each week. They 
received supervised field work experience at the Columbia 
Point Mental Health Center. By fall semester 1972, academic 
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institutions willing to provide the campus component in the 
Boston area were located, so this program extension was 
closed. 
Through a National Institute of Mental Health grant, a 
bilingual/bicultural program component was initiated in 
1975. Although the primary focus of this three year grant 
was Hispanic students, Polish, French and Italian speaking 
students were also recruited into and graduated from the 
program. Gerontology Career Preparation, supported by funds 
from a Title IV-A grant, was initiated as a separate program 
from 1979 to 1982. These programs, started with grant 
funds, are now incorporated into the Human Services 
Associate Program. 
In 1980, in recognition of the generic program content, 
the employment and continuing education options available to 
graduates as well as national trends in the field, the 
Mental Health Technology Program was renamed Human Services. 
A first-year core curriculum with two second-year options, 
Generalist and Gerontology, was established in 1985. The 
college suspended the Gerontology Option in fall 1988 due to 
lack of enrollment and decreased employment opportunities 
for graduates. Although students are still assigned field 
work in agencies providing services for community residents 
who are aged sixty and over, the course of study is now a 
four semester core curriculum with a generalist focus. 
50 
Academic Years Studied 
As cited earlier, the focus of this study is the 
academic years 1987-88, 1988-89 and 1989-90. During this 
time period, field work assignments, four hours each week, 
began in the last eight weeks of the first semester. Second 
semester assignments, continuations of the first semester 
placements, were six hours each week. By the end of the 
first year of program enrollment, each student had completed 
an average of ninety hours of supervised field work. 
Second year, the student was moved to a new placement. 
Third and fourth semester, the field work requirement was 
twelve hours each week. The student participated in formal 
interviews with agency personnel for all field work 
assignments. Student, field work agency 
supervisor/coordinator and faculty coordinator agreed on the 
agency placement selected. During these last two semesters 
the student was expected to progress from direct to indirect 
supervision. The agency supervisor/coordinator and faculty 
coordinator shared the responsibility for co-planning agency 
involvement, monitoring work, assessing progress and 
conducting supervisory sessions with the student. 
Concurrently, the student participated in a weekly campus 
seminar focusing on field work and practice issues. 
The agency employee, in daily contact with the student 
through field work assignments, was given the position of 
role model. Thus, the field work agency supervisor, as a 
professional practitioner, provided the generalist student 
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with a frame of reference, opportunities for competency 
development and experiences for value system growth. It is 
this population which provides the subjects for this study. 
Subjects 
As noted above, three academic years are the selected 
time frame for this research. During the first year, 
requirements for the Council for Standards in Human Service 
Education national review process, including a self-study 
and site visit, were met. The next two years are the 
initial years the program operated with national approval. 
Only supervisors/coordinators of second-year (third and 
fourth semester) students are included in this study. 
During these years, sixty-five employees from human service 
agencies in the greater Springfield area participated in the 
program as field work agency supervisors/coordinators. This 
group includes graduates of the program studied. A 
multidisciplinary, transprofessional population, 
representing a broad spectrum of human services, these 
practitioners have an age range from early twenties to 
seventy. Their academic preparation includes some college 
courses through an earned doctoral degree. They hold 
positions from staff/line worker to executive director in 
public and private agencies. Some had continuous program 
participation for the three academic years included in this 
study, while others had only a one semester association. 
The Field Work Supervisor Profiles in Chapter IV present 
composite demographic data for the subjects. 
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Design and Procedures 
The researcher designed the program being studied and 
served as department chair from 1968 to 1991. Therefore, to 
gain insight, avoid omissions and limit the potential for 
researcher bias, the planning, design and survey phases of 
the study consisted of activities conducted in stages. The 
individuals who contributed to this developmental process 
are discussed. Data presented in this chapter describe the 
participants as a group to maintain confidentiality. 
Details of each stage in research development will only 
specify the number and gender of contributors. 
Participants 
The selection of participants was premised on the 
following criteria: 
1. Awareness of the program being studied and stated 
willingness to participate in the study. 
2. Knowledge of educational principles, field work 
practices and service provision requirements. 
3. Experience as supervisor of both agency staff and 
students. 
4. Clarity of expression and demonstrated ability to 
define supervisory concerns. 
5. Educational preparation and professional 
experience similar to the potential survey 
respondents. 
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Developmental Process 
Ph?se U_Planning 
Stage 1: Field Interviews. The researcher conducted 
interviews with three women and three men seeking their 
responses to the following: 
1. What information would you want and need to have 
about the student, the program and the community 
college if you were going to become the agency 
supervisor of a second year human services 
generalist student? 
2. If you were going to become the agency 
coordinator? 
3. What would you expect from the faculty 
coordinator? 
Schedules and locations were arranged for interviewee 
convenience. One participant was interviewed by telephone, 
two in the researcher's office, and three in their agency 
offices. Permission was received to tape record all 
interviews. A typed transcript was forwarded to each 
interviewee for her/his review. The six returned 
transcripts became source documents for ideas, topics and 
issues incorporated in survey instrument design. 
Stage 2: Readers' Evaluations. Two women and two men 
were asked to serve as readers for this stage. Using 
information derived from the previously described 
transcripts, the researcher developed 104 statements and ten 
study guidelines stated as questions. Readers were asked to 
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evaluate each statement for potential relationship to study 
guidelines one through seven. Data from these evaluations 
became the basis for initiating a questionnaire design. 
Stage 3: Revisions of Statements/Guidelines. 
Consultations with a survey design expert and an SPSS 
specialist resulted in the researcher selecting editors to 
be co-participants in refining the initial questionnaire 
design. Two women, one a recognized writing expert, the 
other with demonstrated expertise as a training coordinator, 
were the contributors in this stage. Their collaboration 
helped the researcher to refine the topical focus of the 
questionnaire. 
Phase II: Design 
Stage 1: Consultations. Regularly scheduled sessions 
/ 
with two consultants, one a design expert and the other an 
SPSS specialist, enabled the researcher to design a three 
part survey instrument and develop the cover letter that 
would be mailed to subjects. These materials were presented 
to Reviewers and Dissertation Committee members for review 
and comment. 
Stage 2: Field Test. Nine women and nine men who met 
the selection criteria presented earlier in this chapter 
agreed to serve as Field Test Reviewers. This group 
included all the Phase I participants. The proposed cover 
letter, three-part survey instrument, Field Test Reviewer 
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Profile Form, and a letter providing directions for review 
of materials and completion of the Profile Form were mailed 
to the reviewers (see Appendix A). Six women and nine men 
returned completed reviews and profile forms. All materials 
were assigned codes by the researcher to assure reviewer 
confidentiality. The composite profile of these fifteen 
reviewers in Appendix B is premised on their self-reported 
demographic data. 
Feedback received from Field Test Reviewers and the 
Dissertation Committee included commentary on grammar, 
format and content. Ideas were offered about items 
throughout the instrument. Suggestions for questionnaire 
item revisions included recommendations for analysis of 
responses. This information, reflecting concerns of the 
Reviewers and the Committee, was incorporated into the final 
design. Where conflicting views on specific points existed, 
there was no arbitrator. Therefore, the researcher used 
consultation with the design expert, conferences with the 
Dissertation Committee and her professional experience as 
the basis for decisions regarding the final format for and 
content of the survey materials. 
Phase III: Survey 
Stage 1: Instrument Mailing. It was stated earlier 
that sixty-five agency staff members were supervisors/ 
coordinators during the years that are the focus of this 
study. Nine could not be located when the survey was 
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mailed. Two were planning and design participants. 
Therefore, the cover letter (Appendix C), coded survey 
instrument (Appendix D) with a self-addressed stamped 
envelope and tangible thank you were sent to 54 potential 
respondents. 
Stage 2: Follow-up. The researcher reviewed each 
instrument when received to verify completion of both 
profiles and the questionnaire. A second letter requesting 
return of the survey instrument was sent to non-respondents 
three weeks after the initial mailing. 
Stage 3: Interviews. Telephone interviews of a 
purposive sample of ten respondents were also conducted. 
Criteria for the selection of interview participants was: 
1. Completion and return of survey instrument. 
2. Specific role as supervisor/coordinator, 
supervisor or coordinator during the academic 
years 1987-90. 
3. Willing and available to participate in taped 
telephone interview. 
The number of interviews was determined by returns received. 
Interviewee selection was premised on achieving 
proportionate representation of agency employees who had 
provided field work for students in both program 
concentrations. 
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Analysis of Data 
Through examination of responses to the survey 
instrument and interview questions the researcher explored 
perspectives agency employees have of their field work 
supervisor/coordinator experiences with generalist students. 
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS/PC+ 
Ver 4.0) was used to perform quantitative analysis of the 
data from Field Work Supervisor Profiles, Field Work Agency 
Profiles and Questionnaire statements. Written comments in 
the Questionnaire and verbal responses to the interview 
questions were examined through qualitative analysis 
techniques. 
SPSS, recognized for quality and flexibility, provides 
excellent documentation of coded data which facilitates 
interpretation by the non-expert while preserving respondent 
confidentiality. The Kruskal-Wallis Test was used for 
quantitative analysis and comparison of questionnaire 
responses by all demographic categories. This aspect of the 
study was facilitated by consultations with an SPSS 
specialist and a statistical expert. Qualitative analysis 
of comments, premised on techniques recommended by Spradley 
(1980) and Patton (1988), provided descriptive data 
concerning values, preparation, motivation and perceptions 
of field work agency employees. Significant similarities, 
differences, patterns and correlations in group and 
individual responses were sought by this combination of 
quantitative and qualitative analyses of data. 
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The next chapter contains field work supervisor and 
agency profiles, questionnaire responses, description of 
findings and analysis of data. 
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CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS 
Introduction 
Information obtained from the survey instrument and 
interviews is presented and analyzed in this chapter. Field 
work supervisor and agency profiles are followed by 
questionnaire responses. Telephone interview data is 
reported. Quantitative analysis of data is premised on 
comparisons of demographic variables from the profiles and 
college records with the Likert scale evaluations of 
questionnaire items. Qualitative analysis is used to 
examine survey comments and interview responses. 
Survey Responses 
The survey instrument (Appendix D), as noted in Chapter 
III, was mailed to fifty-four former supervisors. Of the 
fifty-three (98 percent) survey responses received, three (6 
percent) could not be used as source material. One 
instrument, although completed, described the respondent's 
current student supervision, not the academic years which 
are the focus of this study. An agency director returned 
another instrument with a message that the potential 
respondent was no longer an employee and the agency did not 
have her current address. A former supervisor returned the 
survey package with a letter stating that the requirements 
of her new position did not allow sufficient time for survey 
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participation. Therefore, fifty instruments (94 percent) 
provide the survey information presented in this chapter. 
All survey materials were coded by the researcher to 
maintain confidentiality. Individual, self-reported 
demographics are depicted as composite profiles in this 
chapter and the appendix to assure anonymity for the study 
participants. 
Field Work Supervisor Profiles 
The respondents, 30 females and 20 males, ages 20 to 70 
years, report academic levels from high school diploma/GED 
through an earned doctorate. Their degree concentrations 
include Administration & Planning, Education, Health, Human 
Services, Social Work, Humanities, Social Science, 
Counseling, Science, Social Studies, General Studies and 
Printmaking. Two of the respondents report three major 
degree concentrations; seventeen record two; and thirty list 
one academic major. At the time of the survey, twelve 
respondents were enrolled in degree programs. They report 
concentrations in Administration & Planning, Social Work, 
Human Services, Health, Social Science and Counseling. 
Forty-three respondents indicate they attend courses, 
programs, seminars and workshops. Thirty-two have special 
certifications and licenses. Professional disciplines 
reported include administration, planning, education, 
health, human services, social work, counseling, management, 
substance abuse and teacher. One respondent lists three 
professional disciplines; twenty-one record two; and twenty- 
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eight identify one. As professional practitioners, twenty- 
three respondents consider themselves to be generalists. 
Sixteen identify themselves as specialists. Three were 
undecided. Eight did not indicate a choice. 
Current employment listed indicates ten are 
administrators, nineteen are in management, twelve are 
supervisors, eight are in staff positions and one is 
retired. Respondents have been in these positions from less 
than one year to nineteen years. 
Job titles during the time period which is the focus of 
this study indicate seven were administrators, thirteen were 
in management, seventeen were supervisors and thirteen were 
staff members. Forty-seven report previous work experience 
from one year to thirty years. The composite profile of the 
Field Work Supervisors is presented in Appendix E. 
Field Work Aaencv Profiles 
The respondents classify twenty-eight field work sites 
as private agencies and twenty-two as public. They report 
services for children, adolescents and adults who are 
emotionally disturbed, mentally retarded, incarcerated, ex¬ 
offenders, homeless, hungry, transient, elderly, physically 
handicapped and substance abusers. Locations where services 
are provided include the agency, community sites, clients' 
homes and institutions. Descriptions of programs offered to 
clients are numerous and diverse. 
Clients served are described as voluntary and 
involuntary, females and males, who speak English, Spanish, 
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French, Polish, Russian, Italian, Greek, Portuguese, 
Lebanese, Cambodian and Yiddish. The life cycle is 
represented in client ages. 
Individuals accepted for field work experience are 
depicted as volunteers, high school students and academic 
program participants. Respondents indicate that English and 
Spanish are the primary languages used to supervise the 
students from the field work component that is the focus of 
this study. The composite profile of the Field Work 
Agencies is presented in Appendix F. Supervisor/ 
Coordinator Assignments are profiled in Appendix G. 
Questionnaire 
Focusing on four themes: 
Theme A: Competencies and Values Through Supervision 
(Using supervision as a teaching process) 
Theme B: Preparation for Field Work Supervision 
(Preparation to be a student supervisor) 
Theme C: Agreement to Supervise Students 
(Rationale for being a student supervisor) 
Theme D: Effect of Supervision 
(Beliefs regarding effect/affect supervision 
has on student's field work education) 
The questionnaire has four sections, each containing ten 
items. The first nine are statements requiring evaluation 
on the following Likert scale: 
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Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
Item ten requests comments from the respondent. Appendix H 
presents the frequency distributions for all responses. 
Data from the self-reported field work supervisor 
profiles, their depiction of agencies which were field work 
sites and college records of agency employee assignments 
provided the demographic categories (Appendix I) used in the 
statistical analysis of all questionnaire responses. These 
demographic categories are the "treatments" in this 
statistical analysis. Each statement was tested to see if 
there was a significant difference among the categories in 
the responses to that statement. To insure the validity of 
this analysis, a distribution-free non-parametric test, the 
Kruskal-Wallis Test, was used. This test makes no 
assumptions about the underlying distribution or population 
parameters, and uses ranks to perform analysis of variance. 
It is roughly equivalent to a chi squared when sample sizes 
are large. The hypothesis tested was that there is no 
difference among the categories in response to each 
statement. A significance level of .05 or smaller indicates 
a rejection of this hypothesis and a confidence that on this 
particular statement the categories did not respond the 
same. 
Findings from the questionnaire are presented and 
analyzed in the following four sections. The theme and the 
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nine statements for each, including the descriptive labels 
used in the analysis, introduce each section. Only those 
statements which have a significance level of <.05 through 
the Kruskal-Wallis Test are presented in this chapter. 
Results of all comparisons are included in Appendix J for 
completeness. Item 10. Comments are presented as quotations 
in each section. Respondents are identified by gender and 
as a generalist or specialist. 
Theme A: Competencies and Values Through Supervision 
1. During scheduled meetings and informal discussions 
with the field work student, I attempt to 
communicate what practitioners like me consider to 
be examples of ethical professional behavior and 
to relate this to subsequent observations of the 
student's behavior in the field. (Communicate 
Ethics?) 
2. As a field work supervisor, I am able to establish 
rapport with the student easily, creating an 
atmosphere of mutual respect, defining our 
professional relationship and facilitating 
interpersonal communication. (Establish Rapport?) 
3. Through discussion of (a) the student's learning 
objectives, (b) agency services, (c) potential 
field work assignments with the student, I help 
the student define realistic placement goals. 
(Realistic Placement Goals?) 
4. I plan, assign, and monitor field work experiences 
that provide the student opportunities to acquire 
knowledge of the diversity of practitioners and 
services involved in the human services network. 
(Expose to Diversity?) 
5. I schedule progress evaluations on a regular basis 
to help the student participate in analysis of the 
quality of interpersonal contacts with clients and 
co-workers. (Scheduled Progress Evaluations?) 
6. Discussing my observations with the student allows 
me to reinforce the importance of respecting the 
client's personal values when planning services. 
(Respect Client Values?) 
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7. Reviewing policies and procedures with the student 
enables me to focus upon how agency programs, 
services and staffing patterns are established. 
(Review Agency Policies?) 
8. In supervision conferences, I plan time to review 
advantages and limitations of working within the 
delivery system. (Review Advantages and 
Limitations?) 
9. Through supervision conferences, I focus on the 
need for accurate communication and 
confidentiality in the practice of human services. 
(Accurate Communication and Confidentiality?) 
(see Appendix D) 
The majority of responses are Agree or Strongly Agree for 
these statements (Appendix H). However, significant 
differences are found for the demographic categories current 
enrollment in a degree program, generalist/specialist, years 
in present position, client sex, student level students 
accepted for placement and number of years as a student 
coordinator. The actual significance levels found for these 
categories are presented in Table 4.1 
A.10. Comments: Content includes qualifying statements 
for Likert scale evaluations, expansion of topics in A.l. 
through A.9. and summaries of field work supervisors' 
perceptions of their use of supervision to teach 
competencies and values. The quotations which follow, in 
the opinion of the researcher, are representative of the 29 
comments made. 
As someone who strongly believes in empowering 
clients to become self determined, I focus on the 
students ability to respect the clients freedom to 
choose available options. I think it is extremely 
important to communicate to the student that 
he/she is a valued addition to the agency and 
staff. If one expects professional behavior from 
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a student then one is obligated to model the same, 
(female, generalist) 
...Each of us in the program tries to give our 
interns a wide variety of experiences so that they 
will see and take part in or at least observe all 
parts of our program. We model as a group 
professional behavior and interaction as we deal 
with our clients. (male, generalist) 
Since my program deals with adolescents, it is 
even more important to emphasize values. Each 
student is taught that they are an example to each 
resident and to act accordingly. They are also 
taught that values are developed not forced. 
(male, specialist) 
Weekly sessions with the student can only enhance 
communications and support the student as they 
evolve as a staff member within the organization, 
(male, specialist) 
...I encourage the students to consider the 
skills, abilities, ethics and overall professional 
carriage of staff. This allows the student to 
understand the individual differences based on 
style, gender, culture and experience that may 
exist. The student is able to measure what works 
best and why, and when, thereby helping the 
student to develop or create their own unique 
abilities based on who they are. This is 
supported by my belief that we must respect the 
client's values, the discipline, and also remain 
genuine. (female, specialist) 
Students are placed, according to their 
preference, in Special Education classroom 
settings, under the supervision of a certified 
special education classroom teacher. The 
competencies and values outlined in nos. 5-9 have 
been discussed with staff. My role involves 
placement of these students with appropriate staff 
after meeting with students where overview of 
existing SPED programs and services is presented, 
(female, generalist) 
I have always found it important to create an 
atmosphere of professionalism between student and 
supervisor. In doing so, a rapport is established 
which produces a mutual respect and understanding, 
thus allowing the student to act and feel as a 
member of the staff. Realistic placements, within 
the agency, were made after the students were 
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Table 4.1 
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Significance Level <.05) 
Theme A: Competencies and Values Through Supervision 
A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 A9 
ENRNOW Current Enrollment in Degree Program 
GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
CLNTSEX Client Sex 
STDLVL Student Level Accepted for Placement 
COORD Years as Student Coordinator 
A.l. Comunicate Ethics? 
A.2. Establish Rapport? 
A.3. Realistic Placement Goals? 
A.4. Expose to Diversity? 
A.5. Scheduled Progress Evaluations? 
A.6. Respect Client Values? 
A.7. Review Agency Policies? 
A.8. Review Advantages and Limitations? 
A.9. Accurate Communication and Confidentiality? 
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briefed on the agency's services and goals, always 
stressing the need for interpersonal communication 
between staff, clients and that they felt 
comfortable within their placements. Emphasis was 
also stressed to insure that quality contact with 
clients was established and that clients' values 
were always respected. Confidentiality and 
accurate communication, both verbal and written 
should always be maintained between student, staff 
and client. (male specialist). 
Th5*ne P:_Preparation for Field Work Supervision 
1. My experience prepared me to be a field work 
supervisor. (Experience Prepared Me?) 
2. Attending in-service programs and workshops helps 
me understand how to supervise students. (In- 
Service Prepares Me?) 
3. I use the same supervisory techniques with 
students that were used to prepare me as a 
practitioner. (Use Same Techniques?) 
4. By being supervised, I learned to supervise 
others. (Learned by Being Supervised?) 
5. As a result of observing and evaluating the 
techniques of supervision used by my superiors and 
co-workers, I acquired the knowledge needed to be 
a field work supervisor. (Learned by 
Observation?) 
6. Through supervising new staff members, I learned 
techniques of supervision I feel are also 
appropriate for supervising the field work student 
enrolled in a two year college program. (Employ 
New Staff Techniques?) 
7. Courses in supervision taught me the skills 
required for supervising the field work student. 
(Learned by coursework?) 
8. As an agency employee, I was able to learn and to 
use supervisory skills by working with my 
supervisor who provided both regular feedback and 
support essential for my professional development. 
(Learned by supervisory Feedback?) 
9. Interest in sharing knowledge I have acquired as a 
practitioner, my ability to communicate 
information, and my professional commitment to 
linking theory with practical experience have 
prepared me to be a field work supervisor. 
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(Prepared by Interest and Ability?) (See Appendix 
D) 
Although Agree and Strongly Agree are the majority responses 
in this section, there is an increase in Strongly Disagree, 
Disagree and Uncertain evaluations for all statements 
(Appendix H). Significant differences were found for the 
demographic categories concentration for degrees, past or 
current participation in courses/programs/seminars 
workshops, special certifications/licenses, professional 
discipline, current titles/positions, additional work 
experience, titles/positions when supervising students, type 
of clients served, student level accepted for placement, 
number of years as student supervisor and supervisor/ 
coordinator role. The actual significance levels found for 
these categories are presented in Table 4.2. 
B.10. Comments: Content includes expansion of topics 
in B.l. through B.9., explanations for Likert scale 
evaluations, rewording for some statements, introduction of 
new materials and descriptions of preparation for field work 
supervision. The quotations which follow, in the opinion of 
the researcher, are representative of the thirty-four 
comments made. 
For the most part, preparation for supervision 
comes from experiences of being supervised and 
supervising others. It's a learning process which 
is ongoing, and probably the most difficult part 
of a managers job. You observe, listen, encounter 
and deal with situations which help shape the way 
you work with people. I've attended some 
workshops on supervision which have been 
beneficial, however, experience is vital." (male, 
not stated) 
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Table 4.2 
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Significance Level <.05) 
Theme B: Preparation for Field Work Supervision 
B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 B9 
PRTNAM Type of Participation 
SPCERT Special Certifications/Licenses 
PRODIS Professional Discipline 
TTLNOW Current Titles/Positions 
PREVUORK Additional Work Experience 
TTLTHN Titles/Positions When Supervising Students 
CLNTVOL Type of Clients Served 
STDLVL Student Level Accepted for Placement 
SUPER Years as Student Supervisor 
STATUS Role in Student Supervision 
B.l. Experience Prepared Me? 
B.2. In-Service Prepares Me? 
B.3. Use Same Techniques? 
B.4. Learned by Being Supervised? 
B.5. Learned by Observation? 
B.6. Employ New Staff Techniques? 
B.7. Learned by Coursework? 
B.8. Learned by Supervisory Feedback? 
B.9. Prepared by Interest and Ability? 
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I must emphasize that previous supervisors and 
personal experiences have effected my techniques 
in supervision more than training I may have 
received although, I must say that coordination 
with STCC was invaluable and served to remind me 
that starting a student out on the right foot is 
critical. (male, specialist) 
By actively working in an agency,...I progressed 
by field experience, supervisor direction and 
reinforcing my personal skills through seminars 
and in-house workshops. (female, generalist) 
My experience as a field work supervisor came 
through the help of our executive director's 
encouragement of and confidence in me, and by 
trial and error. After several years, I felt at 
ease with the responsibility, but experience, in 
my opinion, is the best teacher. (female, 
generalist) 
I was not formally prepared to be a field work 
supervisor....had to learn on the job...my 
supervisor and my co-workers have served as 
examples. (female, specialist) 
Most of my knowledge and skills in the area of 
supervision came from being supervised. Because I 
take seriously the responsibility of supervising 
others, I consult with colleagues who have more 
experience in this area. I have found this 
consultation to be beneficial to myself as well as 
the student? (female, generalist) 
I did not agree with some of the techniques used 
with my training, which is why I would not use the 
same techniques on someone else. (male, 
specialist) 
...I have never had any courses that teach supervision. 
Most of what I know has been by "the seat of my pants", 
and observation of co-workers. (female, not stated) 
Theme C: Agreement to Supervise Students 
1. I supervise students in order to prepare for a 
staff position as an agency supervisor. 
(Supervise to Advance?) 
2. Supervising students helps me maintain enthusiasm 
as a human services practitioner. (Maintains My 
Enthusiasm?) 
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3. The time required to supervise field work students 
is invested at the expense of other duties for 
which I am responsible. (Supervising Interferes?) 
4. As a field work supervisor, I enjoy opportunities 
to exchange information and discuss ideas with 
college representatives and co-workers. (Exchange 
Information?) 
5. Supervision of field work students encourages me 
to reflect critically upon approaches I employ to 
fulfill my professional responsibilities. 
(Supervising Encourages Reflection?) 
6. I view student supervision as my professional 
obligation even though this activity is not 
recognized or rewarded in my agency. (Supervising 
is Obligation?) 
7. Field work supervision enables me to establish 
valuable contacts with other human service 
practitioners and increases my professional 
visibility in the delivery system. (Promotes 
Visibility?) 
8. Benefits, such as tuition waivers, use of the 
college library and adjunct faculty status, 
motivate me to be a field work supervisor. 
(Benefits Motivate?) 
9. I feel rewarded when my supervision and guidance 
helps a student develop professional competence 
and achieve personal growth essential for a 
generalist human services practitioner. (Personal 
Growth?) (Appendix D) 
Evaluations are Agree/Strongly Agree for six statements. 
However, three statements - C. 1. Supervise to Advance, C.3. 
Supervising Interferes, C.8. Benefits Motivate - received 
Disagree/Strongly Disagree evaluations (Appendix H). 
Significant differences were found for the demographic 
categories age groups of respondents, highest degrees 
attained, concentrations for degrees, current enrollment in 
a degree program, generalist/specialist, type of agency, 
services provided, type of clients served, number of years 
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as student supervisor or student coordinator and student 
major. The actual significance levels found for these 
categories are presented in Table 4.3. 
C.10. Comments: Content reflects all topics in C.l. 
through C.9., offers positive rewording for some statements 
and provides additional reasons for agreeing to be a student 
supervisor. The following quotations, in the opinion of the 
researcher, are representative of the twenty-seven comments 
made. 
There is a good feeling when you feel that you've 
helped someone. I like to be introduced to new 
techniques the student brings with him. You can 
teach "an old dog new tricks.” Being rewarded is 
the least of my wishes, however, I did use a 
tuition waiver once and did appreciate it. (male, 
generalist) 
...The communication between the agency and school 
supervisors is valuable in enhancing community 
networking opportunities. (male, specialist) 
Make no mistakes - Intern supervision is a lot of 
time, work and effort (and paperwork) in addition 
to my full time duties. I enjoy doing it because 
I often can see growth and development and 
emerging professionalism on the part of the 
intern. (male, specialist) 
Having helped in the training of interns allowed 
me to feel good about helping other students as I 
was once helped. Sharing information to willing 
students is gratifying. To some degree it enables 
me to recapture some of my original enthusiasm 
that I may have lost through my dealings with 
human impoverishment. They refresh me. (female, 
generalist) 
Our agreement to supervise field work students is 
done out of our concern for the student to obtain 
experience in working with the elderly in a 
variety of experiences in our agency. (female, 
generalist) 
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Table 4.3 
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Significance Level <.05) 
Theme C: Agreement to Supervise Student 
Cl C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 
EDLVL Highest Degrees Attained 
CONC Concentrations for Degrees 
ENRNOY Current Enrollment in Degree Program 
GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
AGCYTYPE Type of Agency 
SRVPRV Services Provided 
CLNTVOL Type of Clients Served 
SUPER Years as Student Supervisor 
COORD Years as Student Coordinator 
STUMAJ Student Major 
C.l. Supervise to Advance? 
C.2. Maintains My Enthusiasm? 
C.3. Supervising Interferes? 
C.4. Exchange Information? 
C.5. Supervising Encourages Reflection? 
C.6. Supervising is Obligation? 
C.7. Promotes Visibility? 
C.8. Benefits Motivate? 
C.9. Personal Growth? 
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...I feel that having field work students is a 
real asset for us and arranging time for this is 
not an issue. Perks, such as tuition waivers, 
college library access and adjunct faculty status, 
are certainly nice, but with or without such 
things, I would still continue to provide 
supervision. (male, specialist) 
Theme D:_Effect of Supervision 
1. I am able to recognize and support individual 
differences among field work students through my 
supervision. (Recognize and Support Differences?) 
2. I give meaningful feedback about both strengths 
and limitations to each field work student and can 
see these assessments reflected in the student's 
work. (Give Meaningful Feedback?) 
3. I am able to see influences of my supervision 
through changes in the student's behavior and 
attitudes in the agency setting. (Influence 
Changes?) 
4. I am aware that, as a field supervisor, my 
interactions with the student will influence 
career decisions made during and after the 
placement. (Influence Career Decisions?) 
5. Students understand and are able to make 
appropriate use of specific applications of 
techniques such as interviewing, assessment, 
recording and reporting, used by the many 
professional practitioners in human services as a 
result of my field work supervision. (Influence 
Appropriate Use?) 
6. I feel my behavior as a role model helps the 
student to develop appropriate professional 
attitudes and to learn ethical standards of 
practice. (Influence Ethics?) 
7. When I adapt supervision techniques to meet the 
needs of an individual student, I have difficulty 
maintaining standards of performance. (Cannot 
Maintain Standards?) 
8. I can see time devoted to regular feedback 
sessions reflected in the student's recognition of 
personal and professional stages of development. 
(Student Recognition Reflects Time?) 
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9. I believe my supervision motivates the student to 
recognize and analyze conflicts between personal 
values and the requirements of working within the 
system. (Motivates Student to Analyze?) 
Although the majority of statements received Agree/Strongly 
Agree evaluations, one statement - D.7. Cannot Maintain 
Standards - was evaluated Disagree/Strongly Disagree 
(Appendix H). Significant differences were found for the 
demographic categories professional discipline, years in 
current position, type of clients served, age groups of 
clients and years as student supervisor. The actual 
significance levels for these categories are presented in 
Table 4.4. 
D.10. Comments: Content reinforces the topics in D.l. 
through D.9. by agreement, expansion of the ideas, 
introduction of new information, statements about 
experiences and perceptions of the effect of supervision on 
field work. The quotations which follow, in the opinion of 
the researcher, are representative of the twenty-seven 
comments made. 
The students that I have supervised have all had 
individual needs, as well as strengths... A 
supervisor has to be flexible and open to changes 
in students performance to enable growth to take 
place. I always try to take a genuine interest in 
students because I want them to have a good 
experience of supervision. Hopefully, they will 
learn from the experience to have empathy, not 
only for clients, but colleagues as well. 
(female, generalist) 
I am best able to weigh the effect of my 
supervision by the students change in the area of 
autonomy. Of course some students are more 
independent than others from the beginning and 
some are more skilled. By gauging the student's 
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Table 4.4 
Kruskal-Wallis Test (Significance Level <.05) 
Theme D: Effect of Supervision 
01 02 03 D4 D5 D6 D7 D8 D9 
PRODIS 
PRESWORK 
CLNTVOL 
CLHTA6E 
SUPER .021 
.045 
.032 
.021 
.029 
.042 
PRODIS Professional Discipline 
PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
CLNTVOL Type of Clients Served 
CLNTAGE Age Group of Clients 
SUPER Years as Student Supervisor 
D.l. Recognize and Support Differences? 
D.2. Give Meaningful Feedback? 
D.3. Influence Changes? 
D.4. Influence Career Decisions? 
0.5. Influence Appropriate Use? 
D.6. Influence Ethics? 
D.7. Cannot Maintain Standards? 
D.8. Student Recognition Reflects Time? 
0.9. Motivates Student to Analyze? 
need to use me less and to use other staff or find 
what they need without my steerage - which is one 
of my goals - I am able to measure growth in the 
student. There are occasions when a student may 
be more independent than their competency allows, 
then I measure their growth not by their autonomy 
but my confidence in their autonomy. (female, 
specialist) 
I believe supervision helps to organize students' 
thoughts and feelings about their experiences. It 
is a time for renewal, a time to share 
frustrations that would otherwise inhibit the 
student from positively motivating clients and/or 
having a positive experience themselves. (female, 
generalist) 
78 
I feel my supervising students was a meaningful, 
learning experience and an exercise in community 
sharing and education for the student. Not to be 
overlooked is my personal growth in my chosen 
career field. (female, generalist) 
Supervision helps the student to express concerns, 
assess capabilities, experience team work and how 
to handle and express criticism and praise. 
(female, generalist) 
The sharing of information and advising students 
in their daily contact with clients, did not 
compromise my duties or work performance. As the 
agency supervisor, it was rewarding for me to see 
the enthusiasm displayed by the students. Also, 
through the sharing of information between 
students and myself, I realized a fulfillment in 
my own responsibilities. It was a pleasure for me 
to provide the student with instructions and 
guidance that may help shape their future careers, 
(male, specialist) 
The researcher also did an exploratory analysis of data 
by running cross tabulations for all statements having a 
Kruskal-Wallis significance of <.05 (Appendix K) and for the 
demographic category Generalist/Specialist (Appendix L). 
Interviews 
Telephone interviews were scheduled and conducted by 
the researcher using the selection criteria described in 
Chapter III. The associate degree program had two 
concentrations - generalist and gerontology - for two of the 
three years which are the time period of this study. Of the 
fifty respondents, thirty-seven provided field work for the 
generalist concentration and thirteen for gerontology. 
Interview participants were selected to assure proportional 
representation of agency employees who had experience in 
each of these concentrations. Seven interviewees (four 
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females and three males) had worked with students in the 
generalist concentration. Three (two females and one male) 
had provided supervision/coordination for students in the 
gerontology component. 
The ten interview participants, six females and four 
males, ages thirty to fifty-nine years, report academic 
levels from associate through master's degrees. Academic 
concentrations include Administration & Planning, Education, 
Health, Human Services, Social Work, Humanities and Social 
Science. Five report two degree concentrations and five 
report one. At the time of the survey four were enrolled in 
degree programs with majors in Administration & Planning and 
Human Services. All report participation in courses, 
programs, seminars and workshops. Seven have special 
certifications and licenses. Professional disciplines 
include administration, planning, education, health, human 
services, social work, management, substance abuse and 
teacher. Three report two professional disciplines and 
seven identify one. Six identify themselves as generalists 
and four as specialists. Current job titles reported 
indicate one is an administrator, five are in management, 
three are supervisors and one is in a staff position. They 
have held these positions for less than one year to seven 
years. 
Job titles during the time period which is the focus of 
this study indicate three were in management, five were 
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supervisors and two were staff members. They list previous 
work experience from ten to twenty-eight years. 
College records of field work assignments show that the 
interviewees were supervisors and coordinators from one to 
three years. The ten had experience in both roles. A 
composite profile of Interview Participants is presented in 
Appendix M. 
All interviewees agreed to participate in tape recorded 
telephone interviews. Questions used in the interviews are 
presented in Appendix N. A WRITTEN CONSENT FORM was signed 
by each interviewee (Appendix 0). Typed, coded transcripts 
of the audio tapes were made. Those documents and the tapes 
provide data presented in the next section of this chapter. 
The interview questions will introduce the topics 
discussed. A summary of the content of all statements made 
about each topic will be followed by quotations, which, in 
the opinion of the researcher, are representative of 
comments made by the survey respondents who participated in 
the telephone interviews. 
1. What is a generalist? 
The content of responses depicts a generalist as a 
human services practitioner who has an overview of the 
field, a broad knowledge base and the ability to apply 
skills in many areas. These perceptions are reflected in 
the statements which follow. 
...someone who has a kind of general knowledge and 
can apply that to a wide variety of settings. 
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...someone working in all aspects of human 
services from birth to death. 
...someone who understands the principles behind 
various fields and aspects of different kinds of 
human service work...someone educated in a basic 
way and is in the field working with people. 
Examples? 
The interviewees' answers provide this list of examples 
of generalist practitioners: 
...myself, physical education major, hospital 
social worker, all of us here, counselor, case 
worker, entry level direct care worker, program 
director. 
2. What is a specialist? 
Replies to this question describe a specialist as a 
human services practitioner who has in-depth knowledge of a 
very specific area of practice and applies skills in a 
highly focused manner. These comments are indicative of 
this perception: 
...someone who deals primarily in a specific 
illness or condition or age group. 
...for me,...just uses one technique. 
...someone whose training applies to one specific 
setting. 
Examples? 
Answers to this question provided the following list: 
...Home care manager, clinician, protective 
service worker, housing specialist, psychoanalyst, 
case worker, Spanish teacher, psychologist, HIV 
Aids Counselor, writing teacher. 
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3. Did you supervise because your supervisor said you 
should? 
One interview participant responded “Yes" to this 
question; three stated it was in their job descriptions and 
six indicated student supervision was their choice. These 
comments reflect the ideas as expressed; 
...Oh, because I was told to.... 
...It was in my job description at that time and 
still is. And I enjoy doing it. 
...No, I took it upon myself. 
4. Before you had your first field work student, what 
preparation do you wish you had been given? 
In the statements made the interview participants 
expressed interest in receiving information about the degree 
program, the college and the student prior to their initial 
assignments as field work supervisors/coordinators. The 
following comments reflect these sentiments: 
...some advance notice.... opportunity to meet with 
the students during the summer - that happened the 
next year....more information about the 
school...and what they (students) had...so there 
would be more of an attempt to apply the practice 
to their theory....maybe a little more information 
about their background and what they were looking 
for...so you almost tailor it (field work) to the 
school's needs and their (students') individual 
needs. 
I think I would have liked to have gotten together 
with those of you at STCC...and been a little more 
prepared for what types of things I should have 
done with the students. As it was, I learned by 
trial and error, and came up with my own 
format...after some bumps and trials and errors. 
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5. Has the staff from the college helped you in your role 
as a student supervisor? How? Example? 
Five interviewees were very positive in their comments 
about the assistance provided by college staff (faculty 
field work coordinators); two were ambivalent; three were 
very definite about not having received assistance from 
faculty. These comments indicate the opinions expressed. 
Yes, tremendously. I can say without a doubt, the 
college staff was there....willingness to always 
talk, communicate...to come over (to the agency) 
to actually discuss the levels the students were 
on. This helped me to understand what the human 
service department was trying to reach...and what 
the basic education principles were within the 
field. 
Yes and no. Sometimes I would be told (by 
faculty) what they (students) needed to key in on. 
It is yes in knowing that maybe this is something 
that the student had talked about before and was 
interested in...no if it was the professor wanting 
this specific student to do this because the 
professor wanted it. 
...that's questionable. I don't think I've gotten 
that much from the college as far as preparing me 
to supervise. 
6. What are critical problems for you as a student 
supervisor? 
The content of responses includes basic academic skill 
deficiencies noted in students, inability to terminate the 
inappropriately assigned student, dealing with students who 
have serious personal problems, brevity of student 
practicum, having too many students assigned at one time and 
paper work required for student evaluations. Some of these 
concerns are addressed in the following statements. 
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...one of my main concerns when I was dealing with 
students was the lack of verbal skills....The 
written skills were also terrible, worse than the 
verbal... 
...making sure that initially the person (student) 
observes all the program...their style, that they 
don't violate client's rights.... 
...one of the most critical things I encountered 
was having five or six students at one time. 
...dealing with attitude...the student feeling 
they had already learned a specific skill...and 
might not be interested in learning for one reason 
or another...I'm really emphatic about attitude. 
I think it makes or breaks a person. 
...looking back on it...boundary issues...setting 
limits and training around what it means to be a 
professional in difficult (agency) settings. 
7. Do you think work in campus classes is coordinated with 
field work? 
Seven of the interviewees responded yes to this 
question and three expressed uncertainty. Comments here 
indicate the statements of the three. 
...I'm not sure....some of them (students) don't 
talk about what they are learning in school...all 
they talk about here are agency issues. 
...Sometimes you need to ask the student what 
information do you have? Or did you study that? 
Because I don't know what is the curriculum per 
se....I never received that information about the 
courses that the students have already. 
I don't know. I mean, I could elicit things and I 
did on several occasions from the students...it 
was not an on-going discussion. I did get a 
course outline from the college, as opposed to 
content. 
The other seven made remarks such as: 
...Yes....It seemed to be relevant at the time. 
...I think it is....it appears to be. 
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8. What are the most important values you want to teach 
field work students? 
Content of these responses reflects general practice 
issues and specific applications to the clients served by 
the interviewees. The comments are presented as evidence of 
these dual concerns. 
...compassion for human beings. 
...a sense of caring, of sharing, and the ability 
to learn from their mistakes, to move on....to be 
willing to help and wanting to help others help 
themselves. 
...the most important value is to realize where 
the other person is coming from...and the 
(client's) freedom of choice and-their rights. 
And I think it's very important for them 
(students) to realize that it's not what they 
would like, but what the other person wants. 
...Professionalism...ethics...to be human. 
...the understanding that the clients are human 
beings with different conditions...and they need 
to provide the best they can, because that person 
needs to be helped. 
...being non-judgmental. 
...respect for people...confidentiality... overview 
of team work...positive attitude...need to be 
objective. 
9. What skills do you feel every helping professional 
should have? 
The content of responses focuses on specific techniques 
as well as milieu concerns. Statements presented here 
address a wide range of issues related to daily practice. 
...definitely good communications skills, good 
interpersonal relationship skills, good written 
communication. 
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...to be able to interview, to negotiate, to 
listen...to refer if necessary. 
...open mindedness...versatility as a 
helper... concern, compassion—all those human 
things...flexibility... initiative...being able to 
carry through on things... 
...good listening skills—better than 
speaking...good responding skills...ability to 
establish relationships. 
...be able to recognize pathology...knowledge of 
medications...be able to take the initiative, have 
authority and responsibility... 
10. What are the key ethical principles all human service 
practitioners/helping professionals should/must have? 
Content emphasizes personal and professional concerns 
that effect all practitioners. The need for confidential¬ 
ity, honesty and providing options for clients is 
incorporated in the majority of the responses. Specific 
statements presented here reflect those issues as expressed 
by interviewees. 
...most important is always confidentiality. 
...that's one of the first things that we always 
try to instill on them (students)... and the 
consequences if it is not observed... 
...how to look and act with a client, morally and 
ethically...to be careful not to do any harm 
physically or psychologically... 
...being non-judgmental...confidentiality. The 
ability to understand what that means. That we 
all have a problem with. Knowing who needs to 
know what....being able to confront when you see 
something wrong. Not being afraid to speak up. 
...ethically I think the person always has a right 
to choose. And we need to always give people 
options to choose. 
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11. What do you want students to remember about their work 
with you when they finish their field work placement? 
The content of these comments relates to the student, 
the agency and the interpersonal aspects of field work 
education. Statements which demonstrate these concerns are 
presented. 
...some of the actual cases, the actual 
experiences that they went through...I feel it's a 
fundamental basis for them to build on...I think 
what we did was give them (students) a taste of 
our area. 
...the atmosphere, the positive atmosphere 
here...the team work, that's one of our strong 
points. 
... everything...that agencies are different...that 
everybody needs to receive the best service. 
...that they learned something that maybe they 
could not get in class...feeling good about 
relationships...that their needs were met by staff 
where they worked... that they were considered 
valuable people...and that they have a better 
understanding of themselves. 
I want to have it as a happy experience. I want 
them to be able to say they felt part of the team. 
And I want them to be able to say that what 
they've learned, they can apply. 
Those ethical principles are the most important 
things.... confidentiality, the being able to set 
boundaries, the compassion for other people 
regardless of who they are, and the skills—I 
think if you have the bottom line stuff, then the 
rest can be learned. 
12. How can the supervisory process - work as a student 
supervisor - be improved? 
The content of these comments reflects professional and 
personal concerns the interviewees have as a result of their 
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experiences in the field work education process. These are 
related in statements which follow. 
...more detailed structure for the student...more 
agency time for continuity of education and client 
services. 
...meetings between the agency staff and college 
faculty prior to the affiliation...held at both 
the college and the agency. 
...let the (agency) supervisor know exactly what 
areas the student has been instructed in and the 
courses that they had taken and what the student's 
main interests are....and how the agency was going 
to share in their experience in developing further 
information. 
...have all prospective supervisors meet and share 
some of the history and philosophy of their 
agencies with those of the human services 
department.... open sharing of information by all 
who are involved in field work. 
...more and continuous communication between the 
agency and college. 
Specific recommendations for format, scheduling and 
content of these proposed meetings and information exchanges 
were obtained during the telephone interviews. These will 
be presented and discussed in Chapter V. 
Summary 
The data analysis indicates that the agency employees 
who participated in this study are a diverse, multi¬ 
disciplinary, transprofessional group of individuals who are 
clearly committed to providing field work supervision for 
students. However, they are also cognizant that as agency 
employees their first priority is and must be the provision 
of services for clients. 
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Specific demographic characteristics related to self, 
agency and college assigned roles appear to influence the 
perceptions of the agency employees who have been field work 
supervisors/coordinators. The categories which showed 
significance through nonparametric testing include twelve 
from the Field Work Supervisor Profiles - age, education 
level, concentration for degree, current enrollment in a 
degree program, participation in courses/programs/seminars/ 
workshops, special certifications/licenses, professional 
discipline, generalist/specialist practitioner designation, 
present position, years in present position, years of 
previous work experience and agency position when 
supervising the student. There are six categories from the 
Field Work Agency Profiles which appear to influence the 
agency employee as field work supervisor - agency type, 
services provided, type of client served, client sex, client 
age and academic levels of students accepted for placement. 
College records yield four categories that are significant - 
role in supervision/coordination, number of years as student 
supervisor, number of years as student coordinator and major 
concentration of the student. Information from the Item 10. 
survey comments and interviews supports and expands upon 
these categories. 
In the next chapter the discussion of findings, 
conclusions and recommendations for future study will be 
presented. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
Agency employees as field work supervisors/coordinators 
are the focus of this study. Through a survey and telephone 
interviews, the researcher examined perceptions these human 
service practitioners have of their participation in and 
contributions to field work education of human services 
generalist students enrolled in a local community college. 
Questions which guided the research (Chapter I, page 10) are 
used to introduce discussion of the findings reported and 
analyzed in Chapter IV. Conclusions and recommendations 
complete this chapter. 
Discussion of Findings 
Survey instrument responses (Appendices E, F, G, H), 
information from the telephone interviews (Chapter IV) and 
the literature search (Chapter II) provide the data 
incorporated in the discussion of findings which follows. 
The chart in Appendix P depicts the specific data source 
used to address each research question. In this chapter, 
the study questions introduce each section of the 
discussion. 
91 
1. Do field work supervisors describe generic 
human services competencies and values when 
supervising generalist students? 
Agency employees, in their responses to the survey and 
interviews conducted for this study, indicate that the focus 
of their generalist student supervision is on teaching 
generic competencies and values. The majority of responses 
for the items in the Questionnaire Section A: Competencies 
and Values Through Supervision are Agree or Strongly Agree 
(Appendix H). Cross tabulations for demographic categories 
showing a Kruskal-Wallis significance level <.05 (Appendix 
K) indicate the primary differences are in the percentages 
of Agree or Strongly Agree responses. Respondents who are 
not currently enrolled in a degree program more Strongly 
Agree with A.l. Communicate Ethics? and A.7. Review Agency 
Policies? Generalist responses are divided between Agree 
and Strongly Agree while the majority of Specialist 
responses are Strongly Agree. The respondents who have ten 
or more years experience in their present positions indicate 
that they Strongly Agree with A.3. Realistic Placement 
Goals?, A.4. Expose to Diversity? and A.6. Respect Client 
Values? There is no clear pattern in responses to these 
items by those with less experience in their present 
positions. 
A.10. Comments and answers to "What are the most 
important values you want to teach field work students?” 
(Interview Question 8) provide additional evidence that 
supervision focuses on generic competencies and values. The 
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concepts stated in written and oral responses are similar 
and in some cases identical. For example, the content in 
both stresses confidentiality, respect, communications, 
ethical behavior, team work, flexibility, professionalism, 
rapport, empowering, individualization, realistic goal 
setting, compassion, ownership, being non-judgmental, 
autonomy and modeling. Therefore, the survey and interview 
data are found to be mutually supportive of the fact that 
the on-site supervisors who participated in this study do 
teach generic competencies and values when supervising 
generalist human services students. 
2. How are agency employees prepared to be field 
work supervisors? 
Agency employees describe preparation for their student 
supervisor roles as ranging from none prior to being 
assigned a student supervisee through participation in 
professional activities specifically designed for that 
purpose. Although the majority of responses for the items 
in Questionnaire Section B: Preparation for Field Work 
Supervision are Agree and Strongly Agree, there is an 
increase in Uncertain, Disagree and Strongly Disagree 
evaluations for all statements (Appendix H). Cross 
tabulations for demographic categories having a 
Kruskal-Wallis significance level <.05 (Appendix K) show 
differences in the levels of Agree, Uncertain and Disagree 
evaluations. Respondents reporting their degree 
concentrations as Administration & Planning or Human 
Services more Strongly Agree with B.7. Learned by 
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Coursework?, while those listing other degree concentrations 
give this item more Uncertain and Disagree evaluations. 
Those who attend programs, seminars and workshops indicate a 
higher level of agreement with B.6. Employ New Staff 
Techniques? than those who attend courses. The respondents 
who hold special certifications give B.5. Learned by 
Observation? Uncertain and Disagree ratings. Those who have 
both special certifications and licenses or just special 
licenses indicate a high level of agreement for this item. 
For B.4. Learned by Being Supervisor?, B.5. Learned by 
Observation? and B.8. Learned by Supervisory Feedback? 
respondents reporting their professional discipline as 
Educator/Teacher show a higher level of Uncertain and 
Disagree evaluations than all other reported disciplines. 
The majority of respondents with administrative/management 
titles more Strongly Agree with B.3. Use the Same 
Techniques? and B.4. Learned by Being Supervised? than those 
with supervisor/staff titles. Practitioners with 6-14 years 
of previous work experience more Strongly Agree with B.3. 
Use Same Techniques? and B.5. Learned by Observation? than 
those reporting less (1-5 years) or more (15-30 years) 
experience. The agency employees who had administrative/ 
management titles when supervising students show a strong 
level of agreement for B.7. Learned by Coursework?, while 
responses from employees who had supervisor/staff titles 
indicate a high level of Uncertain and Disagree evaluations. 
Those who had administrative/management titles more Strongly 
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Agree with B.9. Prepared by Interest and Ability? than 
respondents with supervisor/staff titles. 
B.10. Comments and answers to "Has the staff from the 
college helped you in your role as a student supervisor? 
How? Example?" (Interview Question 5) support the finding 
of diversity in the preparation of agency employees for 
their field work supervisor/coordinator roles. Taking 
courses, participating in programs/seminars/workshops, being 
supervised, supervising new staff, observing supervision, 
receiving feedback are among the methods cited. Past and 
present job titles, years of previous experience and 
professional disciplines appear to have influence on 
supervisory preparation. The actual experience of being a 
student supervisor is cited as a very significant factor in 
learning the role. Respondents also consider support 
provided by their agency supervisors, colleagues and college 
staff essential factors for success in supervising students. 
For the participants in this study, it is evident that there 
is no specific method or pattern found in their preparation 
to be generalist student supervisors. 
3. What reasons do agency employees give for 
agreeing to supervise generalist field work 
students? 
Agency employees cite personal and professional reasons 
as factors influencing their agreement to supervise 
students. Questionnaire Section C: Agreement to Supervise 
Students evaluations are Agree/Strongly Agree for six items 
and Disagree/Strongly Disagree for three (Appendix H). 
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Cross tabulations for demographic categories showing a 
Kruskal-Wallis significance level <.05 (Appendix K) reveal 
primary differences in evaluations by groups of respondents 
based on age, education level, degree concentration and 
practitioner classification. Respondents in three age 
groups - 20-29, 40-49, 60-69 - more Strongly Agree with C.5. 
Supervising Encourages Reflection? than age groups 30-39 and 
50-59. The respondents in the 20-29 age group evaluate C.7. 
Promotes Visibility? as Agree/Strongly Agree. All other age 
groups report some Uncertain evaluations for this item. 
Only the 20-29 age group record no disagreement with C.8. 
Benefits Motivate? The majority of evaluations for all 
other age groups is Disagree for C.8. Respondents with an 
education level of master's degree or higher most Strongly 
Agree with C.4. Exchange Information? Their responses are 
evenly divided between Agree/Strongly Agree. While the 
majority evaluate C.l. Supervise to Advance? as Disagree, 
respondents with degree concentrations in Humanities, Social 
Work, Liberal Arts, Social Science, Counseling and Health 
more Strongly Agree with this item than those reporting 
concentrations in Administration & Planning and Human 
Services. Respondents having a degree concentration in 
Administration & Planning most Strongly Agree with C.4. 
Exchange Information?, while evaluations by those with 
concentrations in Social Science, Counseling or Health are 
evenly divided between Agree/Strongly Agree. The majority 
of respondents not presently enrolled in a degree program 
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evaluate C.6. Supervising an Obligation? as Agree/Strongly 
Agree, while the majority who are presently enrolled 
evaluate the item as Uncertain or Disagree. For C.9. 
Personal Growth? generalist responses are divided between 
Agree/Strongly Agree, while the majority of specialist 
responses are Strongly Agree. 
C.10. Comments and answers to "Did you supervise 
because your supervisor said you should?" (Interview 
Question 3) provide additional information supporting the 
finding that both personal and professional reasons 
influence agreement to supervise generalist students. The 
personal growth of the student, opportunities for communi¬ 
cating with co-workers, sharing/exchanging information with 
colleagues and college staff, networking in the service 
system, maintaining/regaining enthusiasm and reflecting on 
practice issues appear to be primary factors motivating 
agency employees to accept the roles of field work super¬ 
visor and coordinator. Respondents report professional 
advancement and "perks" such as library access and tuition 
waivers as having limited influence on their agreement to 
supervise. They present evidence that indicates the rewards 
for them are the ability to participate in developing the 
student as a person and a professional practitioner while 
maintaining and increasing their own professional and 
personal abilities. 
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4. What effect/affect do field work agency 
supervisors believe supervision has on the 
generalist student's educational experience? 
Agency employees, in survey and interview responses, 
demonstrate awareness that their supervision has an effect 
on the student during and after field work assignments. 
Although the majority of items in Questionnaire Section D: 
Effect of Supervision are Agree/Strongly Agree, Uncertain 
evaluations are found for all statements (Appendix H). 
Cross tabulations for demographic categories with a 
Kruskal-Wallis significance level <.05 (Appendix K) indicate 
differences in levels of Uncertain and Agree evaluations for 
groups of respondents based on their professional 
disciplines and years in present positions. Respondents who 
identify their professional disciplines as Administration/ 
Planning/Management are evenly divided between Agree/ 
Strongly Agree evaluations for D.2. Give Meaningful 
Feedback? Those reporting Health/Human Services/Substance 
Abuse as professional disciplines evaluate this item as only 
Agree/Strongly Agree. All other professional disciplines 
list some Uncertain evaluations with Education/Teacher 
responses limited to Uncertain or Agree. The majority of 
evaluations for D.4. Influence Career Decisions? are Agree. 
However, respondents with a minimum of ten years experience 
in their present positions indicate they most Strongly 
Agree, while those groups reporting experience of less than 
one year through eight years all record some Uncertain 
evaluations for this item. Evaluations by respondents 
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having ten or more years in their present positions are 
evenly divided between Agree/Strongly Agree for D.5. 
Influence Appropriate Use?, while the majority of those with 
one year or less in their present positions favor Agree/ 
Strongly Agree. The other groups report some Uncertain 
evaluations. 
D.10. Comments and answers to "What do you want 
students to remember about their work with you when they 
finish their field placement?” support the finding that 
agency employees as supervisors/coordinators are cognizant 
they effect student education through the supervisory 
process during the affiliation and in the post-placement 
period. However, the specific impact is described with less 
certainty. The respondents express hope that by indivi¬ 
dualizing their supervisory approaches they can help 
students to develop autonomy as practitioners, appreciate 
team work, respect clients and colleagues as unique human 
beings, foster ethical professional behavior while acquiring 
knowledge of self through actual learning which facilitates 
realistic career decisions. 
5. Are generic competencies and stated values held in 
common by diverse practitioners in human services? 
Agency employees, through their survey and interview 
responses, provide information which documents that they are 
a diverse group of helping professionals who share 
competencies and values as human service practitioners. 
Composite profile data presented in Appendices E, F, and G 
supports the finding of professional diversity among the 
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respondents. Questionnaire responses (Appendix H) and 
answers to "What skills do you feel every helping 
professional should/must have?" (Interview Question 9) and 
"What are the key ethical principles all human service 
practitioners/helping professionals should/must have?" 
(Interview Question 10) (Chapter IV) have greater 
similarities than differences (Appendices H, J, K). 
Diversity among helping professionals, the heed for 
practitioners to recognize their common goals and the 
performance guidelines resulting from the belief system of 
helpers are cited in the literature by Combs and Avila 
(1985), Combs, et al. (1969), Avila, et al. (1985), Egan 
(1986), Blanchard (1979) and Johnson (1983) discussed in 
Chapter II. The statement by McPheeters (Chapter I): 
"Values and attitudes are the factors that determine the 
differences in...practitioners." supports those 
publications. These findings appear to indicate that the 
diverse group of agency employees as multidisciplinary, 
transprofessional human services practitioners do hold 
generic competencies and stated values in common. 
6. Which principles of supervision could provide 
reinforcement of the generalist concept? 
The Human Services Generalist is defined in Chapter I 
as an individual having knowledge, competencies, values and 
understanding to engage in a broad spectrum of functions in 
the majority of human service agencies. Answers to "What is 
a generalist?" (Interview Question 1) support this defi¬ 
nition. National Standards for associate degree program 
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field work mandate coordination of theoretical instruction 
with supervised experiences that provide an overview of the 
field for generalist students. Chapter II presents the 
principles of supervision found in the literature review 
conducted for this study. The approaches described by 
Mandell and Schram (1985), Mehr (1986), Lauffer (1987), 
Kadushin (1976), Austin (1981) and Austin, et al. (1986) 
seem to reinforce the generalist concept. These models 
define supervision as a process with administrative, 
educational and supportive components. This delineation 
facilitates delegation of responsibility and authority, 
recognizes the need for coordination, encourages mutual 
exchange of information accompanied by evaluation, fosters 
continuing personal and professional growth and provides 
structure and accountability for all participants. In the 
opinion of the researcher these supervisory principles 
create a valid field work partnership providing support and 
guidance for agency employees in their supervisor/ 
coordinator roles (Interview Question 4), for faculty in 
their liaison/facilitator roles and for students who are 
"becoming” generalist practitioners. 
7. Is staff development an appropriate method to 
provide agency employees with guidelines to 
supervise generalist students? 
Through their answers to "How can the supervisory 
process - work as a student supervisor - be improved?" 
(Interview Question 12) agency employees endorse using staff 
development for this purpose. They provided suggestions for 
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content, scheduling, format and location of sessions to be 
sponsored by the college and co-developed by agency and 
college representatives. The consensus is that a minimum of 
two meetings - one on campus, one in the agency - involving 
current and future on-site supervisors/coordinators would 
facilitate open communication, foster inter-agency 
information exchange, enhance networking and establish a 
valid partnership between the college and all field work 
agencies. These initial sessions would focus on the current 
parameters of agency options available for experiential 
learning. In addition, the interviewees strongly recommend 
that leadership and supervisory skill instruction be offered 
to them by the college. This would enhance their student 
supervisor/coordinator roles and be applicable to their 
daily work as agency employees. Chapter II presents staff 
development guidelines found in the literature review 
conducted for this study. The intermediate approach 
recommended by Sergiovanni and Starratt (1983) which makes 
participants colleagues in staff development and the systems 
approach advocated by Pecora and Austin (1987) provide 
guidelines that seem appropriate for field work supervisor/ 
coordinator staff development. Staff development can 
provide appropriate guidelines to prepare supervisors for 
generalist students when planning, design and implementation 
phases are coordinated to recognize and address specific 
needs of the employee and the environment of the employing 
agency. 
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Another question has also guided this study. Are there 
significant differences between agency employees who 
consider themselves to be generalist practitioners and those 
who identify themselves as specialists? Seeking to answer 
this question, the researcher ran cross tabulations for all 
demographic categories by Generalist/Specialist (Appendix 
L). The results indicate similarities between these 
generalist and specialist practitioners are far more 
significant than their differences. These findings 
demonstrate to the researcher that no dichotomy exists 
between the generalist and specialist practitioners in the 
population studied. In fact, these diverse practitioners, 
as helping professionals, regardless of discipline and self- 
identification as a generalist or a specialist, share common 
attitudes, competencies, principles and values. By focusing 
on these commonalities, they can and do provide field 
experience which is appropriate for the preparation of 
generalists for entry and middle level positions in human 
services. 
Conclusions 
This exploratory study, by design, examines the 
perceptions agency employees have of their contributions to 
field work education. Fortunately for the researcher the 
respondents participated in this research with the same 
enthusiasm, honesty and sense of commitment they bring to 
the supervision of students. Their support enabled the 
researcher to acquire data documenting their perspectives of 
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the supervisory process. The survey return rate was 98% and 
everyone who was contacted agreed to be interviewed. 
Extensive written comments on survey forms and thoughtful 
answers to interview questions reflect the seriousness with 
which the respondents engaged in this work. 
These multidisciplinary, transprofessional human 
services practitioners indicate they are very concerned 
with providing quality field work student supervision and 
delivering quality services to clients. As helping pro¬ 
fessionals they appear to share a common core of compe¬ 
tencies and values. Agency employees document the use 
of the supervisory process to transmit generic competencies 
and values in their supervisor/coordinator roles. This 
is accomplished through scheduled sessions with students, 
their on-site observations and feedback. They acknowledge 
that time constraints limit translating the specifics of 
daily service provision in their agency to generalized 
applications for the human services system. 
Although student supervision is a responsibility added 
to the workload for some respondents and incorporated in the 
job descriptions of others, they all state a willingness to 
rearrange schedules, and if necessary to work extra hours, 
to be supervisors/coordinators. Benefits such as tuition 
waivers, library access and adjunct faculty status, although 
appreciated, have limited value for most agency employees. 
They cite the personal growth of the student, the 
opportunities to share their knowledge and a sense of 
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professional renewal as their rewards. Agency employees 
clearly state they would like more information about the 
college, the curriculum and the academic requirements for 
field work prior to initiation of placements. They 
recommend meetings be scheduled that facilitate open 
communication between representatives of the agencies and 
the college. The majority of respondents feel they have 
limited or inappropriate preparation to be comfortable in 
supervisor/coordinator roles and are willing to participate 
in staff development activities sponsored by the college to 
acquire/improve their competencies in this area. 
An unexpected outcome of this study is that no 
demographic category had statistical significance for the 
four themes or for more than five items in the question¬ 
naire. It is worth noting respondents' gender had no 
significant impact on responses to any item. Composite 
profile data (Appendix E) proves that these agency employees 
are a very diverse group of practitioners. However, their 
questionnaire and interview responses show great simi¬ 
larities. This infers that these helpers have common belief 
and value systems which guide them as practicing profes¬ 
sionals. The fact that these field work supervisors/ 
coordinators are more similar than different, in the opinion 
of the researcher, is a highly significant finding of this 
study. 
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Recommendations 
National standards and guidelines for human services 
field work education, though limited, have existed for some 
time. Considerable attention has been given to the faculty, 
the students and the graduates of human services programs 
through research and professional publications. In this 
study, for the first time, the agency employees who super¬ 
vise and coordinate field work education have described 
their perceptions of their roles in and contributions to the 
educational process. This project involved 50 respondents 
who worked with one local community college in a specific 
geographical location. The research design was created with 
the intention that it could be used as the basis for future 
studies. With this in mind, the researcher presents the 
following recommendations: 
1. Focus on associate degree programs which have 
C.S.H.S.E. approval. The standards and guidelines 
which must be met for this designation have 
specific academic requirements that facilitate the 
research process. 
2. Expand the population studied. This can be 
accomplished by studying a larger program or 
multiple programs. 
3. Involve the total field work partnership in 
the study. This will include agency employees, 
faculty, students and when indicated, program 
graduates. 
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The following recommendations are premised on needs and 
interests expressed by the agency employees who participated 
in this study: 
1. Schedule meetings that foster open communication 
between representatives of the agency and the 
college. The information exchange in these 
sessions is intended to define the partnership 
required for quality field work education. 
2. Provide college-sponsored staff development 
activities that focus on leadership and 
supervision. Agency employees feel this will 
enhance their performance as student 
supervisors/coordinators and professional 
practitioners. 
3. Conduct periodic assessments to determine the 
availability of individual agencies for field 
work. Enable the agency staff to say, "Not this 
year." Respondents indicate this recognition of 
changes in agency status is essential to maintain 
the quality of placements and the validity of the 
contract between the college and agency. 
In these changing times, supervision of the field work 
of human services generalist students becomes increasingly 
important. Information about agency employees who perform 
this work has been described by Dr. Cormier as the "missing 
link" in research about human services generalist education. 
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The researcher hopes that this study will be a first step in 
forging that link. 
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Street Address 
Springfield, MA 01104 
November 27, 1991 
First Name Last Name 
Title 
Agency Name 
Address 
City, State Zip Code 
Dear Name: 
Thank you for agreeing to review materials I propose to 
use to study the effect field work supervision has on the 
community college education of the Human Services 
Generalist. Your critique will guide the final design of 
survey instruments. These materials will be mailed to the 
agency employees who were field work supervisors for 
Springfield Technical Community College Human Services 
Majors from Fall Semester 1987 through Spring Semester 1990. 
The primary goal of this research is to obtain answers 
to the following questions: 
1. Do field work supervisors teach generic human 
services competencies and values when supervising 
generalist students? 
2. How are agency employees prepared to be field work 
supervisors? 
3. Why do agency employees agree to supervise 
generalist field work students? 
4. What effect/affect do field work agency 
supervisors believe supervision has on the 
generalist students' educational experience? 
During the semesters which are the focus of this study, 
field work supervision was provided by sixty-four women and 
men, aged twenty to seventy years, who were employees of 
twenty-four agencies. This multi-disciplinary group 
included individuals with educational preparation ranging 
from high school graduation through completed doctoral 
studies. 
Materials proposed for the direct mail survey are 
enclosed for your review. These include: 
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1. Forms designed to obtain demographic data: 
a. Field Work Supervisor Profile 
b. Field Work Agency Profile 
2. A questionnaire in which each of the four 
questions listed on page one is expressed as a 
"theme." 
Write your comments and suggestions in the text or on the 
additional pages provided for this purpose. Through your 
review, I seek your responses to the follow questions: 
1. Will the "Profiles" as presented give sufficient 
demographic data concerning field work supervisors 
and field work agencies? 
2. Does the proposed questionnaire seek information 
that can provide responses to the four research 
questions? 
3. What should be added, deleted, rephrased and/or 
relocated in these materials? 
If you would like to discuss the materials or the 
review process, call me at (xxx)xxx-xxxx. There is an 
answering machine at this number. When you leave a message, 
include your telephone number and the most convenient time 
for you to be recalled. 
Please complete the enclosed Survey Field Test Reviewer 
Form. The information you provide will be used to profile 
the review panel. A composite description of the Field Test 
Panel members and your critique of the proposed survey 
instruments will strengthen this study. 
I appreciate your assistance with and participation in 
this review process. For our mutual convenience, there is a 
stamped, addressed envelope included with the materials. 
Please use this to return your critique and completed 
Profile by December 9, 1991. 
Sincerely, 
Mary Killeen Bennett 
ENCL: 5 
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SURVEY FIELD TEST: 
FTR FORM: 
REVIEWER: 
EMPLOYER: 
SEX: Female Male 
AGE: 20 - 29 40 - 49 60-69 
30 - 39 50 - 59 70 - plus 
EDUCATION: Check highest degree earned 
Associate Masters Ed. D. 
Bachelor _ CAGS Ph.D. 
Major area(s) of concentration for academic 
degree(s)  
SPECIAL CERTIFICATION/LICENSE(S): 
PROFESSIONAL DISCIPLINE: 
As a practitioner of the discipline(s) stated 
above, do you consider yourself to be a: 
GENERALIST _ or SPECIALIST _ 
CURRENT TITLE/POSITION: ______ 
YEARS IN CURRENT POSITION: 
ADDITIONAL EXPERIENCE/EDUCATION: 
COMMENTS: 
112 
APPENDIX B 
FIELD TEST REVIEWERS: COMPOSITE PROFILE 
113 
FIELD TEST REVIEWERS COMPOSITE PROFILE 
SEX: Sex of Respondents 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Female 1 6 40.0 40.0 40.0 
Hale 2 9 60.0 60.0 100.0 
Total 15 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 15 Hissing cases 0 
AGE: Age Group of Respondents 
Val id Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
40-49 3 7 46.7 46.7 46.7 
50-59 4 5 33.3 33.3 80.0 
60-69 5 3 20.0 20.0 100.0 
Total 15 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 15 Missing cases 0 
EDUC: Highest Degrees Attained 
Val id Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Diploma/GED 1 1 6.7 6.7 6.7 
Associate 2 1 6.7 6.7 13.4 
Master's 4 6 40.0 40.0 53.4 
CAGS 5 3 20.0 20.0 73.4 
Ed.D. 6 2 13.3 13.3 86.7 
Ph.D. 7 2 13.3 13.3 100.0 
Total Is 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 15 Missing cases 0 
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CONC: Concentrations For Degrees 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Administration & 
Planning 1 2 13.3 13.3 13.3 
Education 2 1 6.7 6.7 20.0 
Health 3 1 6.7 6.7 26.7 
Human Services 4 2 13.3 13.3 40.0 
Social Work 5 2 13.3 13.3 53.3 
Humanities 6 1 6.7 6.7 60.0 
Social Science 7 4 26.6 26.6 86.6 
Science/Technol ogy S 1 6.7 6.7 93.3 
N/A 8 1 6.7 6.7 100.0 
Total 15 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 14 Missing cases 1 
SPCERT: Special Certifications or Licenses 
Val id Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Certifications 
Education 1 3 20.0 20.0 20.0 
Health 2 1 6.7 6.7 26.7 
Human Services 3 3 20.0 20.0 46.7 
Licenses 
Health 4 2 13.3 13.3 60.0 
Human Services 5 1 6.7 6.7 66.7 
Other 6 1 6.7 6.7 73.3 
N/A 8 4 26.7 26.7 100.0 
Total 15 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 15 Missing cases 0 
PRODIS: Professional Discipline 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Administration & 
Planning 1 4 26.6 26.6 26.6 
Education 2 1 6.7 6.7 33.3 
Health 3 3 20.0 20.0 53.3 
Human Services 4 1 6.7 6.7 60.7 
Social Work 5 1 6.7 6.7 66.7 
Humanities 6 1 6.7 6.7 73.4 
Social Science 7 2 13.3 13.3 86.7 
Science/Technology 9 2 13.3 13.3 100.0 
Total 15 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 15 Missing cases 
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GEN/SPEC: Generalist or Specialist 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Generalist 1 12 80.0 80.0 80.0 
Specialist 2 3 20.0 20.0 100.0 
Total 15 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 15 Missing cases 0 
TTLNOW: Present Title/Position 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Acini nistrator 1 6 40.0 40.0 40.0 
Management 2 4 26.7 26.7 66.7 
Supervisor 3 3 20.0 20.0 86.7 
Staff 4 2 13.3 13.3 100.0 
Total 15 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 15 Missing cases 0 
PRESWORK: Years in Current Position 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
1 Year or Less 1 3 20.0 20.0 20.0 
2-4 Years 2 3 20.0 20.0 20.0 
10 Years or More 4 9 60.0 60.0 100.0 
Total 15 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 15 Missing cases 0 
PREVWORK: Additional Work Experience 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
1-5 Years 1 7 46.6 46.6 46.6 
6-14 Years 2 4 26.7 26.7 73.3 
15-30 Years 3 4 26.7 26.7 100.0 
Total 15 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 15 Missing cases 0 
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A6CYTYPE: Type of Agency 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Private 1 3 20.0 20.0 
Public 2 12 80.0 80.0 
Total 15 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 15 Hissing cases 0 
PSPDWRK: Role in Developmental Process 
Valid 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent 
Interviewees & 
Reviewers 1 6 40.0 40.0 
Readers & Reviewers 2 4 26.7 26.7 
Editors & Reviewers 3 2 13.3 13.3 
Reviewers 4 3 20.0 20.0 
Total 15 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 15 Missing cases 0 
Cum 
Percent 
20.0 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
40.0 
66.7 
80.0 
100.0 
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Street Address 
Springfield, MA 01104 
February 14, 1992 
First Name Last Name 
Agency Title 
Agency Name 
Address 
City, State Zip Code 
Dear Name: 
I need your help with a special study. Field 
experience supervised by agency personnel has always been an 
integral part of the community college human services 
curriculum. In fact, it is mandated by national guidelines. 
However, the impact of field supervision on the student’s 
education has yet to be described from the view point of the 
on-site supervisor. The goal of this project is to present 
that perspective. 
According to records at Springfield Technical Community 
College, you provided field work supervision for a second 
year human services student between Fall Semester 1987 and 
Spring Semester 1990. Insights you have gained from your 
experience will provide the essential information for this 
study. 
The enclosed survey is designed to obtain data about 
you and your agency and also to elicit your perceptions, 
opinions and comments. I hope you will participate in this 
project by taking time to complete the entire survey. Your 
response is confidential. Data will be coded by the FWS: 
Form number in the upper right hand corner of the materials. 
There are three components in this survey: 
PART I: FIELD WORK SUPERVISOR PROFILE 
PART II: FIELD WORK AGENCY PROFILE 
PART III: QUESTIONNAIRE 
The information from each part has equal importance for this 
project. 
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In completing the FIELD WORK SURVEY, please use the 
following guidelines: 
PART I: 
PART II: 
PART III: 
FIELD WORK SUPERVISOR PROFILE 
Answer all sections. Include additional 
data which is relevant for a composite 
description. 
FIELD AGENCY PROFILE 
Include all information which describes 
the agency where you provided supervision 
for the human services field work 
student(s) between Fall Semester 1987 and 
Spring Semester 1990. 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Circle responses on the scales after the 
statements which best indicate your level 
of agreement/disagreement with each. 
Write your opinions and recommendations in 
comment sections. 
I appreciate your participation in this study. Please 
accept the enclosed envelope as a tangible, although 
limited, thank you for the time you spend completing this 
three part survey. For our mutual convenience, a stamped, 
addressed envelope is included with these materials. Please 
use this to return your survey by February 29, 1992. 
Sincerely, 
Mary Killeen Bennett 
ENCL: 3 
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Street Address 
Springfield, MA 01104 
March 8, 1992 
First Name Last Name 
Agency Title 
Agency Name 
Address 
City, State Zip Code 
Dear Name: 
I still need your help with the special study described 
in my letter dated February 14, 1992. Your insights gained 
from experience with the human services student, as on-site 
supervisor or the coordinator of field placement, will give 
information essential for this project. 
I hope you will be able to take time to complete the 
three survey components. If you are not able to participate 
in this study, record that fact on the survey cover. 
Please use the stamped, addressed envelope included in 
the initial mailing to return your survey. I look forward 
to receiving your response by March 14, 1992. 
Sincerely, 
Mary Killeen Bennett 
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Street Address 
Springfield, MA 01104 
July 9, 1992 
First Name Last Name 
Agency Title 
Agency Name 
Address 
City, State Zip Code 
Dear Name: 
Thank you for participating in my study of field work 
supervision. I appreciate the time you spent completing 
each survey component. Your responses provide data 
essential for this project. Through sharing perceptions and 
opinions you have of your role as an on-site supervisor, you 
made my research both productive and rewarding. 
Sincerely, 
Mary Killeen Bennett 
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FWS: FORM 
FIELD WORK SURVEY 
PART Is FIELD WORK SUPERVISOR PROFILE 
PART II: FIELD WORK AGENCY PROFILE 
PART Ills QUESTIONNAIRE 
Mary Killeen Bennett 
Copyright 1992 
FIELD WORK SURVEY 
FWS: FORM 
PART I: FIELD WORK SUPERVISOR PROFILE 
Please complete all sections. 
sex: Female Male 
AGE: 20 - 29 40 - 49 60 - 69 
30 - 39 50 - 59 70 - plus 
EDUCATION: Check highest academic level you completed. 
Diploma/GED _ Associate _ Bachelor 
Masters _ CAGS _ Doctoral 
Major area(s) of concentration for degree(s) 
Are you enrolled in a degree program? Yes _ No _ 
What is your major? _ 
Have you participated in or are you participating in 
courses, programs, seminars, workshops? Yes_ No_ 
If yes, please complete the following section. 
Course, Program, Seminar, Workshop Date 
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FIELD WORK SUPERVISOR PROFILE 
SPECIAL CERTIFICATION(S)/LICENSE(S)S _ 
PROFESSIONAL DISCIPLINE(S): 
As a practitioner of the discipline(s) stated 
above, do you consider yourself to be a 
GENERALIST _ or SPECIALIST _ 
EMPLOYMENT: 
CURRENT TITLE(S)/POSITION(S): _ 
YEARS IN CURRENT POSITION(S):  
ADDITIONAL WORK EXPERIENCE: 
TITLE(S)/POSITION(S) WHEN YOU WERE SUPERVISING HUMAN 
SERVICES FIELD WORK STUDENT(S): _ 
LANGUAGE(S) USED WHEN YOU SUPERVISE FIELD WORK STUDENT(S): 
English _ French _ Polish _ Spanish _ 
Other__ 
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FIELD WORK SURVEY 
FWS: FORM 
PART II: FIELD WORK AGENCY PROFILE 
Please complete all information which describes the agency 
where you provided supervision for Human Services Field Work 
Students. 
TYPE: Private Public 
SERVICES PROVIDED FOR: 
PROGRAMS OFFERED INCLUDE: 
LOCATION(S) WHERE SERVICES PROVIDED: 
Agency Facility _ Community 
Client's Residence _ Institution 
Other  
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FIELD WORK AGENCY PROFILE 
CLIENTS: Involuntary _ Voluntary 
Female _ Male 
Primary Language: 
English _ 
Other 
Spanish French Polish 
Age Range: 
Child 
(Please be 
0-5 
specific) 
6-12 Other 
Adolescent 13 - 16 17 - 19 Other 
Adult 20 - 29 30 - 39 40 - 49 
50 - 59 
Other 
60 - 69 70 - 79 
STUDENTS: Indicate training/academic program levels of all 
individuals accepted for field work placements by 
your agency. 
Certificate _ Associate _ 
Bachelor _ Masters _ 
Other  
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: 
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FIELD WORK SURVEY 
FWS: FORM 
PART III: QUESTIONNAIRE 
A. Competencies and Values Through Supervision: 
1. During scheduled meetings and informal discussions 
with the field work student, I attempt to 
communicate what practitioners like me consider to 
be examples of ethical professional behavior and 
to relate this to subsequent observations of the 
student's behavior in the field. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
2. As a field work supervisor, I am able to establish 
rapport with the student easily, creating an 
atmosphere of mutual respect, defining our 
professional relationship and facilitating 
interpersonal communication. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
3. Through discussion of (a) the student's learning 
objectives, (b) agency services, (c) potential 
field work assignments with the student, I help 
the student define realistic placement goals. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
4. I plan, assign, and monitor field work experiences 
that provide the student opportunities to acquire 
knowledge of the diversity of practitioners and 
services involved in the human services network. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
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A. Competencies and Values Through Supervision: 
5. I schedule progress evaluations on a regular basis 
to help the student participate in analysis of the 
quality of interpersonal contacts with clients and 
co-workers. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
6. Discussing my observations with the student allows 
me to reinforce the importance of respecting the 
client's personal values when planning services. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
7. Reviewing policies and procedures with the student 
enables me to focus upon how agency programs, 
services and staffing patterns are established. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
8. In supervision conferences, I plan time to review 
advantages and limitations of working within the 
service delivery system. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
9. Through supervision conferences, I focus on the 
need for accurate communication and 
confidentiality in the practice of human services. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
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A. Competencies and Values Through Supervision: 
10. Comments: 
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B. Preparation for Field Work Supervision: 
1. My experience prepared me to be a field work 
supervisor. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
2. Attending in-service programs and workshops helps 
me understand how to ’supervise students. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
3. I use the same supervisory techniques with 
students that were used to prepare me as a 
practitioner. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
4. By being supervised, I learned to supervise 
others. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
5. As a result of observing and evaluating the 
techniques of supervision used by my supervisors 
and co-workers, I acquired the knowledge needed to 
be a field work supervisor. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
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B. Preparation for Field Work Supervision: 
6. Through supervising new agency staff members, I 
learned techniques of supervision I feel are also 
appropriate for supervising the field work student 
enrolled in a two year college program. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
7. Courses in supervision taught me the skills 
required for supervising the field work student. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
8. As an agency employee, I was able to learn and to 
use supervisory skills by working with my 
supervisor who provided both regular feedback and 
support essential for my professional development. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
9. Interest in sharing knowledge I have acquired as a 
practitioner, my ability to communicate 
information, and my professional commitment to 
linking theory with practical experience have 
prepared me to be a field work supervisor. 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 
Strongly 
Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
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B. Preparation for Field Work Supervision: 
10. Comments: 
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C. Agreement to Supervise Students: 
1. I supervise students in order to prepare for a 
staff position as an agency supervisor. 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 
SD D 
Uncertain 
U 
Agree 
A 
Strongly 
Agree 
SA 
2. Supervising students helps me maintain enthusiasm 
as a human services practitioner. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
SD 
Disagree Uncertain Agree 
U 
Strongly 
Agree 
SA 
The time required to supervise field work students 
is invested at the expense of other duties for 
which I am responsible. 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 
SD D 
Uncertain 
U 
Agree 
A 
Strongly 
Agree 
SA 
As a field work supervisor, I enjoy opportunities 
to exchange information and discuss ideas with 
college representatives and co-workers. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD U SA 
Supervision of field work students encourages me 
to reflect critically upon approaches I employ to 
fulfill my professional responsibilities. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
SD 
Disagree 
D 
Uncertain 
U 
Agree 
A 
Strongly 
Agree 
SA 
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C. Agreement to Supervise Students: 
6. I view student supervision as my professional 
obligation even though this activity is not 
recognized or rewarded in my agency. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
7. Field work supervision enables me to establish 
valuable contacts with other human service 
practitioners and increases my professional 
visibility in the delivery system. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
8. Benefits, such as tuition waivers, use of the 
college library and adjunct faculty status, 
motivate me to be a field work supervisor. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
9. I feel rewarded when my supervision and guidance 
helps a student develop professional competence 
and achieve personal growth essential for a 
generalist human services practitioner. 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 
Strongly 
Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
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c. Agreement to Supervise Students: 
10. Comments: 
Page 9 of 12 
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D. Effect of Supervision; 
1. I am able to recognize and support individual 
differences among field work students through my 
supervision. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
2. I give meaningful feedback about both strengths 
and limitations to each field work student and can 
see these assessments reflected in the student's 
work. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
3. I am able to see influences of my supervision 
through changes in the student's behavior and 
attitudes in the agency setting. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
4. I am aware that, as a field supervisor, my 
interactions with the student will influence 
career decisions made during and after the 
placement. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
5. Students understand and are able to make 
appropriate use of specific applications of 
techniques such as interviewing, assessment, 
recording and reporting, used by the many 
professional practitioners in human services as a 
result of my field work supervision. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
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D. Effect of Supervision: 
6. I feel my behavior as a role model helps the 
student to develop appropriate professional 
attitudes and to learn ethical standards of 
practice. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
7. When I adapt supervision techniques to meet the 
needs of an individual student, I have difficulty 
maintaining standards of performance. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
8. I can see time devoted to regular feedback 
sessions reflected in the student's recognition of 
personal and professional stages of development. 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
SD D U A SA 
9. I believe my supervision motivates the student to 
recognize and analyze conflicts between personal 
values and the requirements of working within the 
system. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
SD 
Disagree 
D 
Uncertain 
U 
Agree 
A 
Strongly 
Agree 
SA 
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D. Effect of Supervision: 
10. Comments: 
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FIELD WORK SUPERVISORS: COMPOSITE PROFILE 
SEX: Sex of Respondents 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Female 1 30 60.0 60.0 60.0 
Hale 2 20 40.0 40.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Hissing cases 0 
AGE: Age Groups of Respondents 
Val id Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
20-29 1 4 8.0 8.0 8.0 
30-39 2 13 26.0 26.0 34.0 
40-49 3 19 38.0 38.0 72.0 
50-59 4 12 24.0 24.0 96.0 
60-69 5 2 4.0 4.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
EDLVL: Highest Degrees Attained 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Diploma/GED 
Associate's 
1 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
2 9 18.0 18.0 20.0 
Bachelor's 3 11 22.0 22.0 42.0 
Master's 4 26 52.0 52.0 94.0 
CAGS 5 2 4.0 4.0 98.0 
Doctorate 6 1 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
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CONC: Concentrations For Degrees 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Administration & Planning 1 11 22.0 22.4 22.4 
Education 2 3 6.0 6.1 28.6 
Health 3 2 4.0 4.1 32.7 
Human Services 4 8 16.0 16.3 49.0 
Social Work 5 5 10.0 10.2 59.2 
Humanities 6 2 4.0 4.1 63.3 
Social Science 7 7 14.0 14.3 77.6 
Counseling 8 5 10.0 10.2 87.8 
Other 9 4 8.0 8.2 95.9 
Not Stated 10 2 4.0 4.1 100.0 
0 1 2.0 Hissing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Hissing cases 1 
ENRN0W: Current Enrollment in Degree Program 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Yes 1 12 24.0 25.5 25.5 
No 2 35 70.0 74.5 100.0 
9 3 6.0 Hissing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 47 Hissing cases 3 
HAJOR: Hajor for Current Enrollment 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Administration & Planning 1 4 8.0 33.3 33.3 
Health 3 1 2.0 8.3 41.7 
Human Services 4 2 4.0 16.7 58.3 
Social Work 5 3 6.0 25.0 83.3 
Social Science 7 1 2.0 8.3 91.7 
Counseling 8 1 2.0 8.3 100.0 
9 38 76.0 Hissing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 12 Hissing cases 38 
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PARTIC: Past/Current Participation in Courses/Programs/Seminars/Workshops 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Yes 1 43 86.0 87.8 87.8 
No 2 6 12.0 12.2 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Hissing cases 1 
PRTNAM: Type of Participation 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
None Stated 0 8 16.0 16.0 16.0 
Course Only 1 5 10.0 10.0 26.0 
Course & Other 2 6 12.0 12.0 38.0 
Program Only 3 5 10.0 10.0 48.0 
Program & Other 4 11 22.0 22.0 70.0 
Seminar Only 5 4 8.0 8.0 78.0 
Seminar & Other 6 5 10.0 10.0 88.0 
Workshop 7 6 12.0 12.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Val id cases 50 Missing cases 0 
SPCERT: Special Certifications/Licenses 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Both 1 3 6.0 6.0 6.0 
Special Certification 2 16 32.0 32.0 38.0 
Special Licensure 3 9 18.0 18.0 56.0 
None 4 22 44.0 44.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
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PRODIS: Professional Discipline 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Administration & Planning 1 10 20.0 20.0 20.0 
Education 2 5 10.0 10.0 30.0 
Health 3 1 2.0 2.0 32.0 
Human Services 4 6 12.0 12.0 44.0 
Social Work 5 8 16.0 16.0 60.0 
Counseling 7 6 12.0 12.0 72.0 
Management 8 6 12.0 12.0 84.0 
Substance Abuse 9 4 8.0 8.0 92.0 
Teacher 10 4 8.0 8.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
GEN/SPEC: Generalist/Specialist 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Generalist 1 23 46.0 46.0 46.0 
Specialist 2 16 32.0 32.0 78.0 
Undecided 7 3 6.0 6.0 84.0 
Not Stated 9 8 16.0 16.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
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TTLNOV: Current Titles/Positions 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Administrator 1 11 22.0 22.0 22.0 
Management 2 17 34.0 34.0 56.0 
Supervisor 3 13 26.0 26.0 82.0 
Staff 4 9 18.0 18.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
PRESWORK: Years in Current Position 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
1 Yr or Less 1 9 18.0 18.0 18.0 
2-4 Yrs 2 20 40.0 40.0 58.0 
5-8 Yrs 3 16 32.0 32.0 90.0 
10 or More 4 5 10.0 10.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
PREVWORK: Additional Work Experience 
Val id Cum 
Value Label Val lie Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
1-5 Yrs 1 10 20.0 21.3 21.3 
6-14 Yrs 2 21 42.0 44.7 66.0 
15-30 Yrs 3 16 32.0 34.0 100.0 
0 3 6.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 47 Missing cases 3 
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TTLTHN: Titles/Positions When Supervising Students 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Acini nistrator 1 7 14.0 14.0 14.0 
Management 2 13 26.0 26.0 40.0 
Supervisor 3 17 34.0 34.0 74.0 
Staff 4 13 26.0 26.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Hissing cases 0 
LANGTHEN: Languages for Student Supervision 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent 
Val id 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
English 1 44 88.0 88.0 88.0 
English/Spanish 14 6 12.0 12.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
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FIELD WORK AGENCIES COMPOSITE PROFILE 
TYPE: Type of Agency 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Private 1 28 56.0 56.0 56.0 
Public 2 22 44.0 44.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
SRVPRV: Services Provided 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Emotionally Disturbed 1 10 20.0 20.0 20.0 
Mentally Retarded 2 4 8.0 8.0 28.0 
Incarcerated/Ex-Offenders 3 6 12.0 12.0 40.0 
Homeless. Hungry, Transient 4 4 8.0 8.0 48.0 
Gerontology 5 11 22.0 22.0 70.0 
Substance Abuse 6 4 8.0 8.0 78.0 
Multiple Problems 7 5 10.0 10.0 88.0 
Incarcerated/Substance Abuse 8 3 6.0 6.0 94.0 
Ex-Offenders/Homel ess 9 2 4.0 4.0 98.0 
Disturbed/Substance Abuse 10 1 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
SRVLOC: Service Locations 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
One 1 24 48.0 48.0 48.0 
Two 2 8 16.0 16.0 64.0 
Three 3 10 20.0 20.0 84.0 
Four 4 7 14.0 14.0 98.0 
Five 5 1 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
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CLNTVOL: Type of Clients Served 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Involuntary 1 9 18.0 18.0 18.0 
Voluntary 2 28 56.0 56.0 74.0 
Both 3 13 26.0 26.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
CLNTSEX: Client Sex 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Female 1 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Male 2 2 4.0 4.0 6.0 
Both 3 47 94.0 94.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
CLNTLNG: Client Languages 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
English Only 1 23 46.0 46.0 46.0 
English & Spanish 2 16 32.0 32.0 78.0 
English/Spanish & Other 3 7 14.0 14.0 92.0 
Spanish Only 4 3 6.0 6.0 98.0 
English & Other 5 1 2.0 2.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
CLNTAGE: Age Groups of Clients 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
0 - 16 Yrs 1 4 8.0 8.0 8.0 
0 - 59 Yrs 2 3 6.0 6.0 14.0 
0 - 79-*- Yrs 3 5 10.0 10.0 24.0 
13 - 59+ Yrs 4 5 10.0 10.0 34.0 
13 - 79+ Yrs 5 15 30.0 30.0 64.0 
20 - 79+ Yrs 6 8 16.0 16.0 80.0 
60 - 79+ Yrs 7 10 20.0 20.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
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STDLVL: Student Level Accepted for Placement 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Associate Only 1 6 12.0 12.0 12.0 
Undergraduate Only 2 10 20.0 20.0 32.0 
Undergraduate & Graduate 3 14 28.0 28.0 60.0 
College & Other 4 17 34.0 34.0 94.0 
Not Specified 5 3 6.0 6.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Hi ssing cases 0 
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FIELD WORK AGENCIES: COMPOSITE PROFILE 
PROGRAMS OFFERED 
A total of 240 programs are reported. To preserve the 
anonymity of respondents examples of programs selected at 
random are listed. 
Day Treatment Group Therapy 
Outreach Services Aids/HIV Education 
Nutritional Counseling Crisis Intervention 
Residential Services Respite Care 
Behavior Management Family Therapy 
Substance Abuse Education Counseling 
Community Integration Adult Education 
Methadone Maintenance Self-Help Groups 
Adolescent Treatment Case Management 
Network & Referral Early Childhood 
Individual Therapy Job Development 
Budget Counseling Dual Diagnosis 
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SUPERVISOR/COORDINATOR ASSIGNMENTS 1987-1990 
SUPER: Years as Student Supervisor 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Val id 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
None 0 10 20.0 20.0 20.0 
One 1 31 62.0 62.0 82.0 
Two 2 7 14.0 14.0 96.0 
Three 3 2 4.0 4.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Hissing cases 0 
C00R0: Years as Student Coordinator 
Val id Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
None 0 17 34.0 34.0 34.0 
One 1 23 46.0 46.0 80.0 
Two 2 8 16.0 16.0 96.0 
Three 3 2 4.0 4.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
STATUS: Role in Student Supervision 
Val id Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Supervisor 1 17 34.0 34.0 34.0 
Coordinator 2 10 20.0 20.0 54.0 
Both 3 23 46.0 46.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
STUMAJ: Student Major 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Generalist 1 37 74.0 74.0 74.0 
Gerontology 2 13 26.0 26.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
154 
APPENDIX H 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF 
QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 
155 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 
A. Competencies and Values Through Supervision 
A1 Conmunicate Ethics? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Agree 4 18 36.0 36.7 36.7 
Strongly Agree 5 31 62.0 63.3 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Hissing cases 1 
A2 Establish Rapport? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Uncertain 3 3 6.0 6.1 6.1 
Agree 4 15 30.0 30.6 36.7 
Strongly Agree 5 31 62.0 63.3 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
A3 Realistic Placement Goals? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 1 2.0 2.1 2.1 
Agree 4 29 58.0 60.4 62.5 
Strongly Agree 5 18 36.0 37.5 100.0 
9 2 4.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 48 Missing cases 2 
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A4 Expose to Diversity? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Uncertain 3 2 4.0 4.1 6.1 
Agree 4 23 46.0 46.9 53.1 
Strongly Agree 5 23 46.0 46.9 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
A5 Scheduled Progress Evaluations? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 1 2.0 2.1 2.1 
Uncertain 3 4 8.0 8.3 10.4 
Agree 4 23 46.0 47.9 58.3 
Strongly Agree 5 20 40.0 41.7 100.0 
9 2 4.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 48 Missing cases 2 
A6 Respect Client Values? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 1 2.0 2.1 2.1 
Uncertain 3 3 6.0 6.4 8.5 
Agree 4 17 34.0 36.2 44.7 
Strongly Agree 5 26 52.0 55.3 100.0 
9 3 6.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 47 Missing cases 3 
A7 Review Agency Policies? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 2 4.0 4.2 4.2 
Uncertain 3 3 6.0 6.3 10.4 
Agree 4 19 38.0 39.6 50.0 
Strongly Agree 5 24 48.0 50.0 100.0 
9 2 4.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 48 Missing cases 2 
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A8 Review Advantages and Limitations? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 4 8.0 8.3 8.3 
Uncertain 3 7 14.0 14.6 22.9 
Agree 4 19 38.0 39.6 62.5 
Strongly Agree 5 18 36.0 37.5 100.0 
9 2 4.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 48 Hissing cases 2 
A9 Accurate Corimunication & Confidentiality? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Uncertain 3 1 2.0 2.1 2.1 
Agree 4 10 20.0 20.8 22.9 
Strongly Agree 5 37 74.0 77.1 100.0 
9 2 4.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 48 Missing cases 2 
A10 Comrtents: 
Val id Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Yes 1 29 58.0 100.0 100.0 
9 21 42.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 29 Missing cases 21 
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B. Preparation for Field Work Supervision 
B1 Experience Prepared Me? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Disagree 2 1 2.0 2.0 4.1 
Uncertain 3 7 14.0 14.3 18.4 
Agree 4 22 44.0 44.9 63.3 
Strongly Agree 5 18 36.0 36.7 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
B2 In-Service Prepares Me? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 2 4.0 4.1 4.1 
Disagree 2 7 14.0 14.3 18.4 
Uncertain 3 11 22.0 22.4 40.8 
Agree 4 19 38.0 38.8 79.6 
Strongly Agree 5 10 20.0 20.4 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
B3 Use Same Techniques? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Disagree 2 11 22.0 22.4 24.5 
Uncertain 3 5 10.0 10.2 34.7 
Agree 4 27 54.0 55.1 89.8 
Strongly Agree 5 5 10.0 10.2 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
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B4 Learned by Being Supervised? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 4 8.0 8.2 8.2 
Uncertain 3 8 16.0 16.3 24.5 
Agree 4 23 46.0 46.9 71.4 
Strongly Agree 5 14 28.0 28.6 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Hi ssing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Hissing cases 1 
B5 Learned by Observation? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Disagree 2 2 4.0 4.1 6.1 
Uncertain 3 11 22.0 22.4 28.6 
Agree 4 25 50.0 51.0 79.6 
Strongly Agree 5 10 20.0 20.4 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Hissing cases 1 
B6 Employ New Staff Techniques? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Uncertain 3 4 8.0 8.3 8.3 
Agree 4 25 50.0 52.1 60.4 
Strongly Agree 5 19 38.0 39.6 100.0 
9 2 4.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 48 Missing cases 2 
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B7 Learned by Coursework? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 3 6.0 6.3 6.3 
Disagree 2 6 12.0 12.5 18.8 
Uncertain 3 11 22.0 22.9 41.7 
Agree 4 20 40.0 41.7 83.3 
Strongly Agree 5 8 16.0 16.7 100.0 
9 2 4.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 48 Hissing cases 2 
B8 Learned by Supervisory Feedback? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 1 2.0 2.1 2.1 
Disagree 2 4 8.0 8.5 10.6 
Uncertain 3 6 12.0 12.8 23.4 
Agree 4 27 54.0 57.4 80.9 
Strongly Agree 5 9 18.0 19.1 100.0 
9 3 6.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 47 Missing cases 3 
B9 Prepared by Interest & Ability? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 2 4.0 4.2 4.2 
Uncertain 3 3 6.0 6.3 10.4 
Agree 4 23 46.0 47.9 58.3 
Strongly Agree 5 20 40.0 41.7 100.0 
9 2 4.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 48 Missing cases 2 
B10 Comnents 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Yes 1 34 68.0 100.0 100.0 
9 16 32.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 34 Missing cases 16 
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C. Agreement to Supervise Students 
Cl Supervise to Advance? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 3 6.0 6.4 6.4 
Di sagree 2 32 64.0 68.1 74.5 
Uncertain 3 6 12.0 12.8 87.2 
Agree 4 4 8.0 8.5 95.7 
Strongly Agree 5 2 4.0 4.3 100.0 
9 3 6.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 47 Missing cases 3 
C2 Maintains My Enthusiasm? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 6 12.0 12.0 12.0 
Uncertain 3 3 6.0 6.0 18.0 
Agree 4 25 50.0 50.0 68.0 
Strongly Agree 5 16 32.0 32.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
C3 Supervising Interferes? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 3 6.0 6.3 6.3 
Disagree 2 23 46.0 47.9 54.2 
Uncertain 3 6 12.0 12.5 66.7 
Agree 4 14 28.0 29.2 95.8 
Strongly Agree 5 2 4.0 4.2 100.0 
9 2 4.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 48 Missing cases 2 
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C4 Exchange Information? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Uncertain 3 3 6.0 6.0 8.0 
Agree 4 27 54.0 54.0 62.0 
Strongly Agree 5 19 38.0 38.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Hissing cases 0 
C5 Supervising Encourages Reflection? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Uncertain 3 6 12.0 12.0 14.0 
Agree 4 33 66.0 66.0 80.0 
Strongly Agree 5 10 20.0 20.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
C6 Supervising is Obligation? 
Val id Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 1 2.0 2.1 2.1 
Di sagree 2 14 28.0 29.2 31.3 
Uncertain 3 4 8.0 8.3 39.6 
Agree 4 14 28.0 29.2 68.8 
Strongly Agree 5 15 30.0 31.3 100.0 
9 2 4.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 48 Missing cases 2 
C7 Promotes Vis ibility? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Disagree 2 2 4.0 4.1 6.1 
Uncertain 3 11 22.0 22.4 28.6 
Agree 4 27 54.0 55.1 83.7 
Strongly Agree 5 8 16.0 16.3 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
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C8 Benefits Motivate? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 8 16.0 16.3 16.3 
Disagree 2 25 50.0 51.0 67.3 
Uncertain 3 9 18.0 18.4 85.7 
Agree 4 5 10.0 10.2 95.9 
Strongly Agree 5 2 4.0 4.1 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
C9 Personal Growth? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Agree 4 16 32.0 32.7 32.7 
Strongly Agree 5 33 66.0 67.3 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
CIO Comments 
Valid Cum 
Val ue Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Yes 1 27 54.0 100.0 100.0 
9 23 46.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 27 Missing cases 23 
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D. Effect of Supervisor 
D1 Recognize & Support Differences? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Uncertain 3 2 4.0 4.1 6.1 
Agree 4 32 64.0 65.3 71.4 
Strongly Agree 5 14 28.0 28.6 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
D2 Give Meaningful Feedback? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Uncertain 3 5 10.0 10.2 10.2 
Agree 4 32 64.0 65.3 75.5 
Strongly Agree 5 12 24.0 24.5 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
D3 Influence Changes? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Uncertain 3 7 14.0 14.3 14.3 
Agree 4 32 64.0 65.3 79.6 
Strongly Agree 5 10 20.0 20.4 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
D4 Influence Career Decisions? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Uncertain 3 8 16.0 16.0 18.0 
Agree 4 32 64.0 64.0 82.0 
Strongly Agree 5 9 18.0 18.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
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05 Influence Appropriate Use? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Oisagree 2 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Uncertain 3 8 16.0 16.3 18.4 
Agree 4 28 56.0 57.1 75.5 
Strongly Agree 5 12 24.0 24.5 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Mi ssing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Hissing cases 1 
D6 Influence Ethics? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Uncertain 3 2 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Agree 4 27 54.0 54.0 58.0 
Strongly Agree 5 21 42.0 42.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
D7 Cannot Maintain Standards? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Strongly Disagree 1 7 14.0 14.3 14.3 
Disagree 2 30 60.0 61.2 75.5 
Uncertain 3 8 16.0 16.3 91.8 
Agree 4 4 8.0 8.2 100.0 
9 1 2.0 Missing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 49 Missing cases 1 
D8 Student Recognition Reflects Time? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Uncertain 3 5 10.0 10.0 10.0 
Agree 4 33 66.0 66.0 76.0 
Strongly Agree 5 12 24.0 24.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
166 
D9 Motivates Student to Analyze? 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Disagree 2 1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Uncertain 3 8 16.0 16.0 18.0 
Agree 4 31 62.0 62.0 80.0 
Strongly Agree 5 10 20.0 20.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 50 Missing cases 0 
010 Comnents 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Yes 1 27 54.0 100.0 100.0 
9 23 46.0 Mi ssing 
Total 50 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 27 Missing cases 23 
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DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES 
Source: 
SEX 
AGE 
EDLVL 
CONC 
ENRNOW 
MAJOR 
PARTIC 
PRTNAM 
SPCERT 
PRODIS 
GEN/SPEC 
TTLNOW 
PRESWORK 
PREVWORK 
TTLTHN 
LANGTHEN 
Field Work Supervisor Profile 
SEX OF RESPONDENTS 
AGE GROUPS OF RESPONDENTS 
HIGHEST DEGREES ATTAINED 
CONCENTRATIONS FOR DEGREES 
CURRENT ENROLLMENT IN DEGREE PROGRAM 
MAJOR FOR CURRENT ENROLLMENT 
PAST/CURRENT PARTICIPATION IN COURSES/ 
PROGRAMS/SEMINARS/WORKSHOPS 
TYPE OF PARTICIPATION 
SPECIAL CERTIFICATIONS/LICENSES 
PROFESSIONAL DISCIPLINE 
GENERALIST/SPECIALIST 
CURRENT TITLES/POSITIONS 
YEARS IN CURRENT POSITION 
ADDITIONAL WORK EXPERIENCE 
TITLES/POSITIONS WHEN SUPERVISING STUDENTS 
LANGUAGES USED WHEN SUPERVISING STUDENTS 
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DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES 
Source: Field Work Agency Profile 
AGCYTYPE TYPE OF AGENCY 
SRVPRV SERVICES PROVIDED 
PROGOFFR PROGRAMS OFFERED 
SERVLOC SERVICE LOCATIONS 
CLNTVOL TYPE OF CLIENTS SERVED 
CLNTSEX CLIENT SEX 
CLNTLNG CLIENT LANGUAGES 
CLNTAGE AGE GROUP OF CLIENTS 
STDLVL STUDENT LEVEL ACCEPTED FOR PLACEMENT 
Source: College Records 1987-1990 
SUPER YEARS AS STUDENT SUPERVISOR 
COORD YEARS AS STUDENT COORDINATOR 
STATUS ROLE IN STUDENT SUPERVISION 
STUMAJ STUDENT MAJOR 
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KRUSKAL-WALLIS TEST 
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS BY DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES 
(Significance Level <.05) 
C5 
by AGE 
Supervising Encourages Reflection? 
Age Groups of Respondents 
Mean Rank Cases 
29.38 4 AGE = 1 20-29 
17.73 13 AGE = 2 30-39 
31.92 19 AGE = 3 40-49 
20.92 12 AGE = 4 50-59 
34.75 2 AGE = 5 60-69 
50 Total 
CASES 
Corrected for Ties 
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
50 9.6533 .0467 13.7307 . 0082 
C7 
by AGE 
Promotes Visibility? 
Age Groups of Respondents 
Mean Rank Cases 
32.38 4 AGE = 1 20-29 
18.00 13 AGE = 2 30-39 
31.53 19 AGE = 3 40-49 
20.50 11 AGE = 4 50-59 
18.50 2 AGE = 5 60-69 
49 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
49 9.6542 .0467 11.8124 .0188 
172 
C8 
by AGE 
Benefits Motivate? 
Age Groups of Respondents 
Mean Rank Cases 
41.50 4 AGE = 1 20-29 
19.35 13 AGE = 2 30-39 
27.68 19 AGE = 3 40-49 
21.77 11 AGE = 4 50-59 
21.00 2 AGE = 5 60-69 
49 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
49 8.7577 .0675 10.2325 . 0367 
C4 Exchange Information? 
by EDLVL Highest ] Degrees Attained 
Mean Rank Cases 
21.90 10 EDLEV = 1 Assoc, or Below 
17.18 11 EDLEV = 2 Bachelor's Degree 
29.90 29 EDLEV = 3 Master's or Above 
50 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES l Chi-Square Significance Chi- Square Significance 
50 6.8295 .0329 8 .6696 .0131 
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B7 
by CONC 
Learned by Coursework? 
Concentrations For Degrees 
Mean Rank Cases 
31.59 11 CONC 
22.00 13 CONC 
21.58 13 CONC 
30.31 8 CONC 
6.50 3 CONC 
48 Total 
1 Admin & Planning 
2 Hmnty/SocWrk/Other 
3 SocSci/Cnslg/Hlth/Ed 
4 Human Services 
5 Not Stated 
CASES 
Corrected for Ties 
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
48 10.1413 .0381 11.1542 . 0249 
Cl Supervise to Advance? 
by CONC Concentrations For Degrees 
Mean Rank Cases 
29.50 10 CONC = 1 Admin & Planning 
21.82 11 CONC = 2 Hmnty/SocWrk/Other 
18.77 15 CONC = 3 SocSci/Cnslg/Hlth/Ed 
31.63 8 CONC = 4 Human Services 
19.50 3 CONC = 5 Not Stated 
47 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES ! Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
47 6.8700 . 1429 10.0783 .0391 
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C4 
by CONC 
Exchange Information? 
Concentrations For Degrees 
Mean Rank Cases 
32.64 11 CONC 
21.54 13 CONC 
30.27 15 CONC 
17.88 8 CONC 
13.00 3 CONC 
50 Total 
1 Admin & Planning 
2 Hmnty/SocWrk/Other 
3 SocSci/Cnslg/Hlth/Ed 
4 Human Services 
5 Not Stated 
CASES 
Corrected for Ties 
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
50 9.5949 .0478 12.1800 .0161 
A1 Communicate Ethics? 
by ENRNOW Current Enrollment 
Mean Rank Cases 
15.27 11 ENRNOW = 1 Yes 
26.09 35 ENRNOW = 2 No 
46 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
46 5.4315 .0198 7.7672 . 0053 
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A9 Accurate Communication & Confidentiality 
by ENRNOW Current Enrollment 
Mean Rank Cases 
14.00 11 ENRNOW = 1 Yes 
25.91 34 ENRNOW = 2 No 
45 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
45 6.8363 .0089 13.1029 .0003 
C6 Supervising is Obligation? 
by ENRNOW Current Enrollment 
Mean Rank Cases 
16.83 12 ENRNOW = 1 Yes 
25.24 33 ENRNOW = 2 No 
45 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
45 3.6074 .0575 3.9187 .0478 
176 
B6 Employ New Staff Techniques? 
by PRTNAM Type of Participation 
Mean Rank 
12.50 
Cases 
5 PRTNAM 1 Course Only 
10.83 6 PRTNAM 2 Course & Other 
19.90 5 PRTNAM = 3 Program Only 
25.09 11 PRTNAM — 4 Program & Other 
28.88 4 PRTNAM = 5 Seminar Only 
24.25 4 PRTNAM = 6 Seminar & Other 
24.25 6 PRTNAM — 7 Workshop 
41 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
41 10.6289 .1005 13.1913 .0401 
B5 Learned by Observation? 
by SPCERT Special Certifications/Licenses 
Mean Rank Cases 
15.50 3 SPCERT = 1 Both 
10.31 16 SPCERT = 2 Special Certificatio 
20.81 8 SPCERT = 3 Special Licensure 
27 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
27 9.4539 .0089 10.3305 . 0057 
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B4 
by PRODIS 
Learned by Being Supervised? 
Professional Discipline 
Mean Rank Cases 
28.86 14 PRODIS = 1 Admin/Plng/Mgt 
15.17 9 PRODIS * 2 Educ/Teacher 
30.05 11 PRODIS = 3 H/HS/SA 
21.79 14 PRODIS = 4 SW/Counseling 
48 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
48 7.6082 .0548 8.7042 . 0335 
B5 Learned by Observation? 
by PRODIS Professional Discipline 
Mean Rank Cases 
25.18 14 PRODIS = 1 Admin/Plng/Mgt 
12.44 9 PRODIS = 2 Educ/Teacher 
32.64 11 PRODIS = 3 H/HS/SA 
25.18 14 PRODIS = 4 SW/Counseling 
48 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
48 10.4547 .0151 12.2390 .0066 
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B8 
by PRODIS 
Learned by Supervisory Feedback? 
Professional Discipline 
Mean Rank Cases 
31.23 13 PRODIS = 1 Admin/Plng/Mgt 
14.22 9 PRODIS = 2 Educ/Teacher 
26.36 11 PRODIS = 3 H/HS/SA 
19.77 13 PRODIS = 4 SW/Counseling 
46 Total 
CASES 
Corrected for Ties 
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
46 10.1172 .0176 12.4991 .0059 
D2 Give Meaningful Feedback? 
by PRODIS Professional Discipline 
Mean Rank Cases 
29.83 15 PRODIS = 1 Admin/Plng/Mgt 
16.50 8 PRODIS = 2 Educ/Teacher 
26.86 11 PRODIS = 3 H/HS/SA 
21.50 14 PRODIS = 4 SW/Counseling 
48 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
48 5.7455 .1247 8.0449 .0451 
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A1 Communicate Ethics? 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Mean Rank Cases 
16.36 22 GENL/PEC = 1 Generalist 
23.81 16 GENL/PEC = 2 Specialist 
38 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
38 4.1617 .0413 6.7400 .0094 
A7 Review Agency Policies? 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Mean Rank Cases 
15.69 21 GEN/SPEC = 1 Generalist 
23.34 16 GEN/SPEC = 2 Specialist 
37 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
37 4.5397 .0331 5.6820 .0171 
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C9 Personal Growth? 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Mean Rank Cases 
16.86 22 GEN/SPEC = 1 Generalist 
23.13 16 GEN/SPEC = 2 Specialist 
38 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
38 2.9406 .0864 4.5334 .0332 
B3 Use Same Techniques? 
by TTLNOW Current Titles 
Mean Rank Cases 
28.63 27 TTLNOW = 1 Adm/Mgt 
20.55 22 TTLNOW = 2 Sup/Staff 
49 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
49 3.8804 .0489 4.7346 .0296 
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B4 
by TTLNOW 
Learned by Being Supervised? 
Current Titles 
Mean Rank Cases 
28.44 27 TTLNOW = 1 Adm/Mgt 
20.77 22 TTLNOW = 2 Sup/Staff 
49 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
49 3.4945 .0616 4.0226 . 0449 
A3 Realistic Placement Goals? 
by PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
Mean Rank Cases 
26.44 9 PRESWORK = 1 1 Yr or Less 
21.88 20 PRESWORK = 2 2-4 Yrs 
22.83 15 PRESWORK = 3 5-8 Yrs 
39.50 4 PRESWORK = 4 10 or More 
48 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi -Square Significance 
48 5.6812 . 1282 7.8141 .0500 
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A4 Expose to Diversity? 
by PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
Mean Rank Cases 
30.33 9 PRESWORK = 1 1 Yr or Less 
23.58 20 PRESWORK = 2 2-4 Yrs 
19.37 15 PRESWORK = 3 5-8 Yrs 
38.00 5 PRESWORK = 4 10 or More 
49 Total 
CASES 
Corrected for Ties 
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
49 7.9231 .0476 9.9860 .0187 
A6 Respect Client Values? 
by PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
Mean Rank Cases 
26.44 8 PRESWORK = 1 1 Yr or Less 
26.05 19 PRESWORK = 2 2-4 Yrs 
17.72 16 PRESWORK = 3 5-8 Yrs 
34.50 4 PRESWORK = 4 10 or More 
47 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
47 6.3822 .0944 8.1460 .0431 
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D4 Influence Career Decisions? 
by PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
Mean Rank Cases 
23.28 9 PRESWORK = 1 1 Yr or Less 
24.35 20 PRESWORK m 2 2-4 Yrs 
23.06 16 PRESWORK = 3 5-8 Yrs 
41.90 5 PRESWORK = 4 10 or More 
50 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi -Square Significance 
50 7.1094 .0685 9.7629 .0207 
D5 Influence Appropriate Use? 
by PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
Mean Rank Cases 
27.94 
27.70 
17.84 
33.50 
9 PRESWORK = 1 
20 PRESWORK = 2 
16 PRESWORK = 3 
4 PRESWORK = 4 
1 Yr or Less 
2-4 Yrs 
5-8 Yrs 
10 or More 
49 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
49 6.5252 .0887 8.2109 .0418 
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B3 Use Same Techniques? 
by PREVWORK Additional Work Experience 
Mean Rank Cases 
17.06 9 PREVWORK = 1 1-5 Yrs 
28.31 21 PREVWORK = 2 6-14 Yrs 
20.81 16 PREVWORK = 3 15-30 Yrs 
46 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
46 5.4122 .0668 6.7017 .0351 
B5 Learned by Observation? 
by PREVWORK Additional Work Experience 
Mean Rank Cases 
22.50 9 PREVWORK = 1 1-5 Yrs 
29.05 21 PREVWORK = 2 6-14 Yrs 
16.78 16 PREVWORK = 3 15-30 Yrs 
46 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
46 7.6460 .0219 9.2703 . 0097 
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B7 Learned by Coursework? 
by TTLTHN Titles While Supervising 
Mean Rank Cases 
29.79 19 TTLTHN = 1 Adm/Mgt 
21.03 29 TTLTHN = 2 Sup/Staff 
48 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
48 4.4892 .0341 4.9375 .0263 
B9 Prepared by Interest & Ability? 
by TTLTHN Titles While Supervising 
Mean Rank Cases 
29.08 19 TTLTHN = 1 Adm/Mgt 
21.50 29 TTLTHN = 2 Sup/Staff 
48 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
48 3.3641 . 0666 4.1142 .0425 
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C8 Benefits Motivate? 
by AGCYTYPE Type of Agency 
Mean Rank Cases 
30.06 27 AGCYTYPE = 1 Private 
18.80 22 AGCYTYPE = 2 Public 
49 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
49 7.5282 .0061 8.7960 .0030 
C8 Benefits Motivate? 
by SRVPRV Services Provided 
Mean Rank Cases 
33.89 9 SRVPRV — 1 Emotionally Disturbed 
31.25 4 SRVPRV = 2 Mentally Retarded 
21.08 6 SRVPRV = 3 Incarc/Ex-offenders 
17.00 4 SRVPRV — 4 Homeless, Hungry, Tran 
24.77 11 SRVPRV = 5 Gerontology 
33.88 4 SRVPRV = 6 Substance Abuse 
14.40 5 SRVPRV = 7 Multi-Problems 
15.50 3 SRVPRV — 8 Incarc/Subst Abuse 
12.75 2 SRVPRV = 9 Ex-Offndrs/Homeless 
48.50 1 
49 
SRVPRV 
Total 
10 Disturbed/Subst Abuse 
CASES 
Corrected for Ties 
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
49 15.7516 .0723 18.4043 .0308 
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B3 Use Same Techniques? 
by CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
Mean Rank Cases 
15.22 9 CLNTVOL = 1 Involuntary 
26.85 27 CLNTVOL = 2 Voluntary 
27.92 13 CLNTVOL = 3 Both 
49 Total 
CASES Chi-Square Significance 
Corrected for Ties 
Chi-Square Significance 
49 5.2120 .0738 6.3592 .0416 
B4 Learned by Being Supervised? 
by CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
Mean Rank Cases 
14.06 9 CLNTVOL = 1 Involuntary 
26.39 27 CLNTVOL = 2 Voluntary 
29.69 13 CLNTVOL = 3 Both 
49 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
49 6.9372 .0312 7.9855 .0184 
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B8 Learned by Supervisory Feedback? 
by CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
Mean Rank Cases 
16.44 9 CLNTVOL = 1 Involuntary 
23.38 26 CLNTVOL = 2 Voluntary 
31.00 12 CLNTVOL = 3 Both 
47 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
47 5.9129 .0520 7.3814 .0250 
B9 Prepared by Interest & Ability? 
by CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
Mean Rank Cases 
22.72 9 CLNTVOL = 1 Involuntary 
21.26 27 CLNTVOL = 2 Voluntary 
33.13 12 CLNTVOL = 3 Both 
48 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
48 6.1464 .0463 7.5169 .0233 
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C9 Personal Growth? 
by CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
Mean Rank Cases 
33.00 9 CLNTVOL = 1 Involuntary 
21.20 27 CLNTVOL = 2 Voluntary 
27.35 13 CLNTVOL = 3 Both 
49 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
49 5.0776 .0790 7.6933 .0214 
D4 Influence Career Decisions? 
by CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
Mean Rank Cases 
23.28 9 CLNTVOL = 1 Involuntary 
22.55 28 CLNTVOL = 2 Voluntary 
33.38 13 CLNTVOL = 3 Both 
50 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
50 5.1562 .0759 7.0807 .0290 
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A2 Establish Rapport? 
by CLNTSEX Client Sex 
Mean Rank Cases 
11.00 1 CLNTSEX = 1 Female 
6.50 2 CLNTSEX = 2 Male 
26.11 46 CLNTSEX = 3 Both 
49 Total 
CASES 
49 
Corrected for Ties 
Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
4.5896 .1008 6.3907 . 0410 
D2 Give Meaningful Feedback? 
by CLNTAGE Age Group of Clients 
Mean Rank Cases 
16.88 4 CLNTAGE 1 0-16 Yrs 
21.50 2 CLNTAGE — 2 0-59 Yrs 
39.10 5 CLNTAGE — 3 0-79+ Yrs 
34.70 5 CLNTAGE = 4 13-59 Yrs 
21.97 15 CLNTAGE = 5 13-79+ Yrs 
24.69 8 CLNTAGE = 6 20-79+ Yrs 
21.85 10 CLNTAGE = 7 60-79+ Yrs 
49 Total 
CASES Chi-Square Significance 
Corrected 
Chi-Square 
for Ties 
Significance 
49 9.7523 .1355 13.8130 .0318 
191 
A8 
by STDLVL 
Review Advantages and Limitations? 
Student Level Accepted 
Mean Rank Cases 
28.40 5 STDLVL = 1 Associate Only 
18.40 10 STDLVL = 2 Undergrad Only 
30.64 14 STDLVL = 3 Undergrad & Grad 
20.12 17 STDLVL = 4 College & Other 
39.50 2 STDLVL = 5 Not Specified 
48 Total 
CASES Chi-Square Significance 
Corrected for Ties 
Chi-Square Significance 
48 8.9435 .0625 10.1406 .0381 
B1 Experience Prepared Me? 
by STDLVL Student Level Accepted 
Mean Rank Cases 
21.42 6 STDLVL 
18.15 10 STDLVL 
32.85 13 STDLVL 
22.74 17 STDLVL 
33.83 3 STDLVL 
49 Total 
= 1 Associate Only 
= 2 Undergrad Only 
= 3 Undergrad & Grad 
= 4 College & Other 
= 5 Not Specified 
CASES 
49 
Chi-Square 
8.1691 
Corrected for Ties 
Significance Chi-Square Significance 
.0856 9.5283 .0492 
192 
B9 
by SUPER 
Prepared by Interest & Ability? 
Years as Student Supervisor 
Mean Rank Cases 
18.27 
29.00 
25.25 
31 SUPER = 
7 SUPER = 
2 SUPER = 
40 Total 
1 One 
2 Two 
3 Three 
CASES Chi-Square Significance 
Corrected 
Chi-Square 
for Ties 
Significance 
40 5.1546 .0760 6.4492 . 0398 
by 
Cl Supervise to Advance? 
SUPER Years as Student Supervisor 
Mean Rank Cases 
18.77 
23.07 
38.25 
31 SUPER = 
7 SUPER = 
2 SUPER = 
40 Total 
1 One 
2 Two 
3 Three 
CASES Chi-Square Significance 
Corrected 
Chi-Square 
for Ties 
Significance 
40 5.6249 .0601 8.1658 .0169 
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D1 
by SUPER 
Recognize & Support Differences? 
Years as Student Supervisor 
Mean Rank Cases 
18.74 
29.57 
16.00 
31 SUPER = 
7 SUPER = 
2 SUPER = 
40 Total 
1 One 
2 Two 
3 Three 
CASES Chi-Square Significance 
Corrected 
Chi-Square 
for Ties 
Significance 
40 5.2123 .0738 7.7559 .0207 
by 
A3 Realistic Placement Goals? 
COORD Years as Student Coordinator 
Mean Rank Cases 
17.95 
9.50 
17.25 
22 COORD = 
7 COORD = 
2 COORD = 
31 Total 
1 One 
2 Two 
3 Three 
CASES Chi-Square Significance 
Corrected 
Chi-Square 
for Ties 
Significance 
31 4.6321 .0987 6.3345 .0421 
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C8 
by COORD 
Benefits Motivate? 
Years as Student Coordinator 
Mean Rank Cases 
13.82 22 COORD = 1 One 
21.00 8 COORD = 2 Two 
28.00 2 COORD = 3 Three 
32 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
32 6.6446 .0361 7.6873 .0214 
B6 Employ New Staff Techniques? 
by STATUS Role in Student Supervision 
Mean Rank Cases 
17.03 17 STATUS = 1 Supervisor 
34.11 9 STATUS = 2 Coordinator 
26.34 22 STATUS = 3 Both 
48 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
48 9.4627 .0088 11.8809 .0026 
i95 
B9 
by STATUS 
Prepared by Interest & Ability? 
Role in Student Supervision 
Mean Rank Cases 
19.62 17 STATUS = 1 Supervisor 
35.81 8 STATUS = 2 Coordinator 
24.17 23 STATUS = 3 Both 
48 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
48 7.3034 .0259 8.9318 .0115 
C5 Supervising Encourages Reflection? 
by STUMAJ Student Major 
Mean Rank Cases 
27.65 37 STUMAJ = 1 Generalist 
19.38 13 STUMAJ = 2 Gerontology 
50 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
50 3.0917 .0787 4.3976 .0360 
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C7 
by STUMAJ 
Promotes Visibility? 
Student Major 
Mean Rank Cases 
27.49 36 STUMAJ = 1 Generalist 
18.12 13 STUMAJ = 2 Gerontology 
49 Total 
Corrected for Ties 
CASES Chi-Square Significance Chi-Square Significance 
49 4.1078 .0427 5.0261 .0250 
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APPENDIX K 
CROSSTABS FOR KRUSKAL-WALLIS TEST: 
DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES BY QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 
(SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL <.05 ONLY) 
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CROSSTABS FOR KRUSKAL-WALLIS TEST: 
DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES BY QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS 
(Significance Level <.05) 
AGE Age Groups of Respondents 
by C5 Supervising Encourages Reflection? 
C5 
Count 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Auij 
20-29 
1 3 1 
30-39 
2 1 3 9 
40-49 
3 12 7 
50-59 
4 3 8 1 
60-69 
5 1 1 
Column 
Total 
1 
2.0 
6 
12.0 
33 
66.0 
10 
20.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 0 
Row 
Ttl 
4 
8.0 
13 
26.0 
19 
38.0 
12 
24.0 
4 . 
50 
100.0 
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AGE Age Groups of Respondents 
by C7 Promotes Visibility? 
Count 
AGE 
Cl 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
7 
Row 
Ttl 
1 3 1 4 
20-29 8.2 
2 1 1 5 5 1 13 
30-39 26.5 
3 2 11 6 19 
40-49 38.8 
4 1 3 7 11 
50-59 22.4 
5 1 1 2 
60-69 4.1 
Column 1 2 11 27 8 49 
Total 2.0 4.1 22.4 55.1 16.3 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
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AGE Age Groups of Respondents 
by C8 Benefits Motivate? 
Count 
AGE 
C8 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
7 
Row 
Ttl 
1 2 2 4 
20-29 8.2 
2 4 7 1 1 13 
30-39 26.5 
3 1 11 4 2 1 19 
40-49 38.8 
4 3 5 2 1 11 
50-59 22.4 
5 2 2 
60-69 4.1 
Column 8 25 9 5 2 49 
Total 16.3 51.0 18.4 10.2 4.1 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
EDLVL Highest Degrees Attained 
by C4 Exchange Information? 
Count 
C4 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Total 
EDLVL 
1 
Assoc, or Below 
2 5 3 10 
20.0 
2 
Bachelor's Degree 
1 1 8 1 11 
22.0 
3 
Master's or Above 
14 15 29 
58.0 
Column 
Total 
1 
2.0 
3 
6.0 
27 
54.0 
19 
38.0 
50 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 0 
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CONC Concentrations For Degrees 
by B7 Learned by Coursework? 
Count 
B7 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
LUML 
1 
Admin & 
Planning 
2 
Hmnty/Soc 
Wrk/Oth 
3 
SocSci/ 
Cnslg/Hlt 
4 
Human 
Services 
5 
Not Stated 
1 1 5 4 
1 2 4 4 2 
1 1 5 5 1 
1 6 1 
3 
Column 
Total 
3 
6.3 
6 
12.5 
11 
22.9 
20 
41.7 
8 
16.7 1 
Row 
Ttl 
11 
22.9 
13 
27.1 
13 
27.1 
8 
16.7 
3 
6.3 
48 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
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CONC Concentrations For Degrees 
by Cl Supervise to Advance? 
Count 
CONC 
Admin & 
Planning 
2 
Hmnty/Soc 
Wrk/Oth 
3 
SocSci/ 
Cnslg/Hlt 
4 
Human 
Services 
5 
Not Stated 
Column 
Total 
Cl 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
5 4 1 
1 8 1 1 
2 12 1 
4 1 1 2 
3 
3 32 6 4 2 
6.4 68.1 12.8 8.5 4.3 3 
Strongly 
Row 
Ttl 
10 
21.3 
11 
23.4 
15 
31.9 
8 
17.0 
3 
6.4 
47 
Number of Missing Observations: 3 
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CONC Concentrations For Degrees 
by C4 Exchange Information? 
Count 
C4 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
CONC 
1 
Admin & Planning 
4 7 
2 
Hmnty/SocWrk/Oth 
11 2 
3 
SocSci/Cnslg/Hlt 
7 8 
4 
Human Services 
1 2 3 2 
5 
Not Stated 
1 2 
Column 
Total 
1 
2.0 
3 
6.0 
27 
54.0 
19 
38.0 
Row 
Ttl 
11 
22.0 
13 
26.0 
15 
30.0 
8 
16.0 
3 
6.0 
50 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 0 
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ENRNOW Current Enrollment 
by A1 Communicate Ethics? 
ENRNOW 
Yes 
No 
Count 
A1 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 8 3 
2 9 26 
Column 17 29 
Total 37.0 63.0 
Row 
Total 
11 
23.9 
35 
76.1 
46 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 4 
ENROW Current Enrollment 
by A9 Accurate Communication & Confidentiality? 
ENRNOW 
Yes 
No 
Count 
A9 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Total 
1 7 4 11 
24.4 
2 1 2 31 34 
75.6 
Column 1 9 35 45 
Total 2.2 20.0 77.8 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 5 
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ENRNOW Current Enrollment 
by C6 Supervising is Obligation? 
Number of Missing Observations: 5 
206 
PRTNAM Type of Participation 
by B6 Employ New Staff Techniques? 
Count 
TVDrpVT "h \M 
B6 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
FKINAM 
1 
Course Only 
1 4 
2 
Course & Other 
2 4 
3 
Program Only 
1 2 2 
4 
Program & Other 
5 6 
5 
Seminar Only 
1 3 
6 
Seminar & Other 
2 2 
7 
Workshop 
3 3 
Column 4 21 16 
Total 9.8 51.2 39.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 9 
Row 
Ttl 
12. 
14. 
12. 
26. 
9. 
9. 
14. 
41 
100.0 
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SPECCERT Special Certifications/Licenses 
by B5 Learned by Observation? 
Count 
SPECCERT 
B5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
f Row 
Ttl 
1 
Both 
3 3 
11.1 
2 
Certifi- 
cation 
3 
License 
1 2 7 4 2 16 
59.3 
3 5 8 
29.6 
Column 1 2 7 10 727 
Total 3.7 7.4 25.9 37.0 25.9 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 23 
PRODIS Professional Discipline 
by B4 Learned by Being Supervisor? 
Count 
B4 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
PRODIS 
1 
Admin/Plng/ 
Mgt 
2 
Educ/Teacher 
1 8 5 
3 2 3 1 
3 
H/HS/SA 
1 1 3 6 
4 
SW/Counsel 
4 8 2 
Column 
Total 
4 
8.3 
8 
16.7 
22 
45.8 
14 
29.2 
Row 
Ttl 
14 
29.2 
9 
18.8 
11 
22.9 
14 
29.2 
48 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
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PRODIS Professional Discipline 
by B5 Learned by Observation? 
Count 
PRODIS 
Admin/ 
Plng/Mgt 
2 
Educ/ 
Teacher 
3 
H/HS/SA 
SW/ 
Counsel 
Column 
Total 
B5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
1 
2.1 
Disagree 
2 
2 
4.2 
Uncertain 
3 
11 
22.9 
Agree 
4 
24 
50.0 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
14 
29.2 
9 
18.8 
11 
22.9 
14 
29.2 
10 
20.8 
48 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
PRODIS Professional Discipline 
by B8 Learned by Supervisory Feedback? 
B8 
Count 
PRODIS 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 
Admin/ 
Plng/Mgt 
2 
8 5 
1 1 3 4 
Educ/ 
Teacher 
3 
H/HS/SA 
2 6 3 
4 3 1 8 1 
SW/ 
Counsel 
Column 
Total 
1 
2.2 
4 
8.7 
6 
13.0 
26 
56.5 
9 
19.6 1 
Row 
Ttl 
13 
28.3 
9 
19.6 
11 
23.9 
13 
28.3 
46 
Number of Missing Observations: 4 
2 U9 
PRODIS Professional Discipline 
by D2 Give Meaningful Feedback? 
Count 
PRODIS 
D2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 1 7 7 
Admin/PIng/Mgt 
2 2 6 
Educ/Teacher 
3 8 3 
H/HS/SA 
4 2 10 2 
SW/Counsel 
Column 5 31 12 
Total 10.4 64.6 25.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
by A1 Communicate Ethics? 
Count 
GEN/SPEC 
A1 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
1 10 12 22 
Generalist 57.9 
2 1 15 16 
Specialist 42.1 
Column 11 27 38 
Total 28.9 71.1 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 12 
Row 
Ttl 
15 
31.3 
16. 
11 
22.9 
14 
29.2 
48 
100.0 
210 
co
 
r*
 
GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
by A7 Review Agency Policies? 
GEN/SPEC- 
20-29 
30-39 
Count 
A7 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 1 1 12 7 
2 1 1 1 13 
Column 2 2 13 20 
Total 5.4 5.4 35.1 54.1 
Row 
Ttl 
21 
56.8 
16 
43.2 
37 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 13 
GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
by C9 Personal Growth? 
Count 
GEN/SPEC 
C9 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
1 10 12 22 
Generalist 57.9 
2 1 15 16 
Specialist 42.1 
Column 12 27 38 
Total 31.6 68.4 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 12 
211 
TTLNOW Current Titles 
by B3 Use Same Techniques? 
Count 
TTLNOW 
B3 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
7 
Row 
Ttl 
1 
Adm/Mgt 
4 3 15 5 27 
55.1 
2 
Sup/Staff 
1 7 2 12 22 
44.9 
Column 1 11 5 27 5 49 
Total 2.0 22.5 10.2 55.1 10.2 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
TTLNOW Current Titles 
by B4 Learned by Being Supervised? 
Count 
TTLNOW 
B4 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
7 
Row 
Ttl 
1 
Adm/Mgt 
1 4 11 11 27 
55.1 
2 
Sup/Staff 
3 4 12 3 22 
44.9 
Column 
Total 
4 
8.2 
8 
16.3 
23 
46.9 
14 49 
28.6 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
212 
PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
by A3 Realistic Placement Goals? 
Count 
PRESWORK 
A3 
Uncertain 
2 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 5 4 
1 Yr or Less 
2 15 5 
2-4 Years 
3 1 9 5 
5-8 Yrs 
4 4 
10 or More 
Column 1 29 18 
Total 2.1 60.4 37.5 
Row 
Ttl 
9 
18.8 
20 
41.7 
15 
31.3 
4 
8.3 
48 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
by A4 Expose to Diversity? 
Count 
PRESWORK 
A4 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 
1 Yr or Less 
3 6 
2 
2-4 Yrs 
1 11 8 
3 
5-8 Yrs 
1 1 9 4 
4 
10 or More 
5 
Column 
Total 
1 
2.1 
2 
4.1 
23 
46.9 
23 
46.9 
Row 
Ttl 
9 
18.4 
20 
40.8 
15 
30.6 
5 
10.2 
49 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
213 
PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
by A6 Respect Client Values? 
Count 
PRESWORK 
A6 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
1 3 5 8 
1 Yr or Less 17.0 
2 1 6 12 19 
2-4 Yrs 40.5 
3 1 2 8 5 16 
5-8 Yrs 34.0 
4 4 4 
10 or More 8.5 
Column 1 3 17 26 47 
Total 2.1 6.4 36.1 55.3 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 3 
PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
by D4 Influence Career Decisions? 
Count 
PRESWORK 
D4 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
1 
1 Yr or Less 
1 8 9 
18.0 
2 
2-4 Yrs 
1 3 13 3 20 
40.0 
3 
5-8 Yrs 
4 10 2 16 
32.0 
4 
10 or More 
1 4 5 
10.0 
Column 
Total 
1 
2.0 
8 
16.0 
32 
64.0 
9 
18.0 
50 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 0 
214 
PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
by D5 Influence Appropriate Use? 
Count 
PRESWORK 
D5 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
1 7 2 9 1 Yr or Less 18.4 
2 2 12 6 20 2-4 Yrs 40.8 
3 1 6 7 2 16 5-8 Yrs 32.7 
4 2 2 4 
10 or More 8.2 
Column 1 8 28 12 49 
Total 2.0 16.3 57.1 24.5 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
PREVWORK Additional Work Experience 
by B3 Use Same Techniques? 
B3 
Count 
PREVWORK 
Strongly 
Disagre 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
1 4 1 4 9 
1-5 Yrs 19.6 
3 14 4 21 
6-14 Yrs 45.7 
1 3 3 8 1 16 
15-30 Yrs 34.8 
Column 1 10 4 26 5 46 
Total 2.2 21.7 8.7 56.5 10.9 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 4 
215 
PREVWORK Additional Work Experience 
by B5 Learned by Observation? 
Count 
PREVWORK 
B5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
7 
Row 
Ttl 
1 1 2 4 2 9 
1-5 Yrs 19.6 
2 1 14 6 21 
6-14 Yrs 45.7 
3 1 1 6 7 1 16 
15-30 Yrs 34.8 
Column 1 2 9 25 9 46 
Total 2.2 4.3 19.6 54.3 19.6 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 4 
TTLTHN Titles When Supervising 
by B7 Learned by Coursework? 
Count 
TTLTHN 
B7 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
7 
Row 
Ttl 
1 
Adm/Mgt 
1 1 2 10 5 19 
39.6 
2 
Sup/Staff 
2 5 9 10 3 29 
60.4 
Column 
Total 
3 
6.3 
6 
12.5 
11 
22.9 
20 
41.7 
8 48 
16.7 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
216 
TTLTHN Titles When Supervising 
by B9 Prepared by Interest & Ability? 
B9 
Count 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
11 XjIxITi 
1 1 1 5 12 
Adm/Mgt 
2 1 2 18 8 
Sup/Staff 
Column 2 3 23 20 
Total 4.2 6.3 47.9 41.7 
Row 
Ttl 
19 
39.6 
29 
60.4 
48 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
AGCYTYPE Type of Agency 
by C8 Benefits Motivate? 
C8 
Count 
AGCYTYPE 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 3 10 7 5 2 
Private 
2 5 15 2 
Public 
Column 8 25 9 5 2 
Total 16.3 51.0 18.4 10.2 4.1 1 
Row 
Ttl 
27 
55.1 
22 
44.9 
49 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
217 
SRVPRV Services Provided 
by C8 Benefits Motivate? 
Count 
SRVPRV 
Emotionally 
Disturbed 
2 
Mentally 
Retarded 
3 
Inc/Ex- 
Offenders 
4 
Homeless, 
Hun/Trans 
5 
Gerontology 
Substance 
Abuse 
7 
Multi- 
Problems 
8 
Inc/Subs 
Abuse 
9 
Ex-Offdrs/ 
Homeless 
10 
Disturbed/ 
Subs Abuse 
Column 
Total 
C8 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
3 4 2 
2 1 1 
1 4 1 
2 1 1 
1 7 2 1 
2 1 1 
2 3 
1 2 
1 1 
1 
Row 
Ttl 
9 
18.4 
4 
8.2 
6 
12.2 
4 
8.2 
11 
22.4 
4 
8.5 
5 
10.2 
3 
6.1 
2 
4.1 
1 
2.0 
8 
16.3 
25 
51.0 
9 
18.4 
5 
10.2 
2 49 
4.1 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
218 
CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
by B3 Use Same Techniques? 
Count 
CLNTVOL 
B3 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
r 
Row 
Ttl 
1 
Involun- 
tary 
2 
Voluntary 
1 4 1 3 9 
18.4 
6 2 15 4 27 
55.1 
3 
Both 
1 2 9 1 13 
26.5 
Column 1 11 5 27 5 49 
Total 2.0 22.4 10.2 55.1 10.2 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
by B4 Learned by Being Supervised? 
Count 
CLNTVOL 
B4 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 
Involuntary 
2 3 4 
2 
Voluntary 
1 4 14 8 
3 
Both 
1 1 5 6 
Column 
Total 
4 
8.2 
8 
16.3 
23 
46.9 
14 
28.6 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
Row 
Ttl 
9 
18.4 
27 
55.1 
13 
26.5 
49 
100.0 
219 
CLNTVOL Clients Voluntary or Involuntary 
by B8 Learned by Supervisory Feedback? 
Count 
CLNTVOL 
B8 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 
Involun- 
tary 
2 
Voluntary 
1 1 3 3 1 
3 3 16 4 
3 
Both 
8 4 
Row 
Ttl 
9 
19.1 
26 
55.3 
12 
25.5 
Column 
Total 
1 
2.1 
4 
8.5 
6 27 9 47 
12.8 57.4 19.1 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 3 
CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
by B9 Prepared by Interest & Ability? 
Count 
CLNTVOL 
B9 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 1 5 3 
Involuntary 
2 2 2 15 8 
Voluntary 
3 3 9 
Both 
Column 2 3 23 20 
Total 4.2 6.3 47.9 41.7 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
Row 
Ttl 
9 
18.8 
27 
56.3 
12 
25.0 
48 
100.0 
220 
CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
by C9 Personal Growth? 
Count 
CLNTVOL 
C9 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
1 9 9 
Involuntary 18.4 
2 13 14 27 
Voluntary 55.1 
3 3 10 13 
Both 26.5 
Column 16 33 49 
Total 32.7 67.3 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: l 
CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
by D4 Influence Career Decisions? 
Count 
CLNTVOL 
D4 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 1 8 
Involuntary 
2 1 7 16 4 
Voluntary 
3 8 5 
Both 
Column 1 8 32 9 
Total 2.0 16.0 64.0 18.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 0 
Row 
Ttl 
18. 
28 
56.0 
13 
26.0 
50 
100.0 
221 
O
 
VO
 
CLNTSEX Client Sex 
by A2 Establish Rapport? 
Count 
CLNTSEX 
A2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 1 
Female 
2 1 1 
Male 
3 2 13 30 
Both 
Column 3 15 30 
Total 6.3 31.3 62.5 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
Row 
Ttl 
1 
2.1 
4. 
45 
93.8 
48 
100.0 
222 
N
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CLNTAGE Age Group of Clients 
by D2 Give Meaningful Feedback? 
Count 
CLNTAGE 
D2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
1 1 3 4 
0-16 Yrs 8.2 
2 2 2 
0-59 Yrs 4.1 
3 1 4 5 
0-79 Yrs 10.2 
4 2 3 5 
13 - 59 Yrs 10.2 
5 2 11 2 15 
13 - 79+ Yrs 30.6 
6 1 5 2 8 
20 - 79+ Yrs 16.3 
7 1 8 1 10 
60 - 79+ Yrs 20.4 
Column 5 32 12 49 
Total 10.2 65.3 24.5 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
223 
STDLVL Student Level Accepted 
by A8 Review Advantages and Limitations? 
Count 
A8 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
I ULiVLi 
1 
Associate Only 
3 2 
2 
Undergrad Only 
2 2 4 2 
3 
Undergrad & Grad 
1 5 8 
4 
College & Other 
2 4 7 4 
5 
Not Specified 
2 
Column 
Total 
4 
8.3 
7 
14.6 
19 
39.6 
18 
37.5 
Row 
Ttl 
10. 
10 
20.8 
14 
29.2 
17 
35.4 
2 
4.2 
48 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
224 
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STDLVL Student Level Accepted 
by B1 Review Advantages and Limitations? 
Number of Missing Observations: 1 
SUPER 
by 
Years as Student Supervisor 
B9 Prepared by Interest & Ability? 
SUPER 
One 
Two 
Three 
Count 
B9 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 2 3 19 7 
2 2 5 
3 1 1 
Column 
Total 
2 
5.0 
3 
7.5 
22 
55.0 
13 
32.5 
Row 
Ttl 
31 
77.5 
7 
17.5 
2 
5.0 
40 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 10 
225 
SUPER Years as Student Supervisor 
by Cl Supervise to Advance? 
Cl 
Count 
SUPER 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 2 23 3 2 1 
One 
2 4 3 
Two 
3 1 1 
Three 
Column 2 27 6 3 2 
Total 5.0 67.5 15.0 7.5 5.0 1 
Row 
Ttl 
31 
77.5 
17. 
5. 
4 
Number of Missing Observations: 10 
SUPER 
by 
Years as Student Supervisor 
D1 Recognize & Support Differences? 
SUPER 
One 
Two 
Three 
Count 
D1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
1 1 1 23 6 31 
77.5 
2 2 5 7 
17.5 
3 2 2 
5.0 
Column 
Total 
1 
2.5 
1 
2.5 
27 
67.5 
11 
27.5 
40 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 10 
226 
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COORD 
by 
Years as Student Coordinator 
A3 Realistic Placement Goals? 
Count 
COORD 
A3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
1 9 12 21 
One 70.0 
2 7 7 
Two 23.3 
3 1 1 2 
Three 6.7 
Column 17 13 30 
Total 56.7 43.3 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 20 
COORD 
by 
Years as Student Coordinator 
C8 Benefits Motivate? 
Count 
COORD 
C8 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
7 
Row 
Ttl 
1 5 11 4 1 21 
One 67.7 
2 4 1 2 1 8 
Two 25.8 
3 1 1 2 
Three 6.5 
Column 5 15 6 3 2 31 
Total 16.1 48.3 19.4 9.7 6.5 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 19 
227 
STATUS Role in Student Supervision 
by B6 Employ New Staff Techniques? 
Count 
STATUS 
B6 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
1 3 12 2 17 
Supervisor 35.4 
2 2 7 9 
Coordinator 18.8 
3 1 11 10 22 
Both 45.8 
Column 4 25 19 48 
Total 8.3 52.1 39.6 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
STATUS Role in Student Supervision 
by B9 Prepared by Interest & Ability? 
Count 
STATUS 
B9 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
1 1 2 10 4 
Supervisor 
2 1 7 
Coordinator 
3 1 1 12 9 
Both 
Column 2 3 23 20 
Total 4.2 6.3 47.9 41.7 
Number of Missing Observations: 2 
Row 
Ttl 
17 
35.4 
16. 
23 
47.9 
48 
100.0 
228 
co
 
STUMAJ Student Major 
by C5 Supervising Encourages Reflection? 
Count 
crpiTMA T 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
Row 
Ttl 
d X UrinJ 
l 
Generalist 
3 25 9 37 
74.0 
2 
Gerontology 
1 3 8 1 13 
26.0 
Column 1 6 33 10 50 
Total 2.0 12.0 66.0 20.0 100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 0 
STUMAJ Student Major 
by C7 Promotes Visibility? 
Count 
STUMAJ 
Cl 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 
Disagree 
2 
Uncertain 
3 
Agree 
4 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 
7 
Row 
Ttl 
36 
73.5 
13 
26.5 
1 
Generalist 
2 
Gerento- 
logy 
Column 
Total 
Number of l 
1 7 20 8 
1 1 4 7 
1 2 11 27 8 49 
2.0 4.1 22.4 55.1 16.3 100.0 
fissing Observations: 1 
229 
APPENDIX L 
CROSSTABS: 
DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES BY GENERALIST/SPECIALIST 
230 
CROSSTABS: 
DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES BY GENERALIST/SPECIALIST 
SEX Sex of Respondents 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
SEX 
Female 
Male 
GEN/SPEC 
Count 
Gen Spec 
1 2 
1 14 8 
2 9 8 
Column 
Total 
23 
59.0 
16 
41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
AGE Age Groups of Respondents 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
GEN/SPEC 
Gen Spec 
AGE 
20-29 
1 2 
1 1 1 
30-39 
2 7 3 
40-49 
3 8 8 
50-59 
4 6 3 
60-69 
5 1 1 
Column 23 16 
Total 59.0 41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
22 
56.4 
17 
43.6 
39 
100.0 
Row 
Ttl 
2 
5.1 
10 
25.6 
16 
41.0 
9 
23.1 
2 
5.1 
39 
100.0 
231 
EDUC Highest Degree Attained 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
GEN/SPEC 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
Row 
Ttl 
2 
Associate 
2 4 6 
15.4 
3 
Bachelor's 
8 2 10 
25.6 
4 
Master's 
11 10 21 
53.8 
5 
CAGS 
1 1 
2.6 
6 
Doctorate 
1 1 
2.6 
Column 
Total 
23 
59.0 
16 
41.0 
39 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
232 
CONC Concentrations For Degrees 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
Gen Spec 
1 2 
1 
Admin & Planning 
5 5 
2 
Education 
2 
3 
Health 
1 1 
4 
Human Services 
3 2 
5 
Social Work 
2 2 
6 
Humanities 
2 
7 
Social Science 
5 2 
8 
Counseling 
2 1 
9 
Other 
2 
10 
Not Stated 
1 1 
Column 
Total 
23 
59.0 
16 
41.0 
GEN/SPEC 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
10 
25.6 
2 
5.1 
2 
5.1 
5 
12.8 
4 
10.3 
2 
5.1 
7 
17.9 
3 
7.7 
2 
5.1 
2 
5.1 
39 
100.0 
233 
ENRNOW Current Enrollment 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
GEN/SPEC 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
IjnKnUn 
1 6 3 
Yes 
2 16 12 
No 
Column 22 15 
Total 59.5 40.5 
Number of Missing Observations: 13 
Row 
Ttl 
9 
24.3 
28 
75.7 
37 
100.0 
MAJOR Major for Current Enrollment 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
\g A TAD 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
rlAJ UK 
1 
Admin & Planning 
3 1 
3 
Health 
1 
4 
Human Services 
1 1 
5 
Social Work 
1 
8 
Counseling 
1 
Column 6 3 
Total 66.7 33.3 
GEN/SPEC 
Row 
Ttl 
4 
44.4 
1 
11.1 
2 
22.2 
1 
11.1 
1 
11.1 
9 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 41 
234 
PARTIC Past/Current Participation 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
PARTIC 
Yes 
No 
Number 
GEN/SPEC 
Count 
Gen Spec 
1 2 
1 19 13 
2 4 2 
Column 23 15 
Total 60.5 39.5 
of Missing Observations: 12 
Row 
Ttl 
32 
84.2 
15. 
38 
100.0 
235 
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00
 
PRTNAM Type of Participation 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
GEN/SPEC 
Count 
Gen Spec 
1 2 
rnirtAn ... 
0 
None Stated 
5 2 
1 
Course Only 
1 1 
2 
Course & Other 
2 2 
3 
Program Only 
2 3 
4 
Program & Other 
3 5 
5 
Seminar Only 
2 2 
6 
Seminar & Other 
4 
7 
Workshop 
4 1 
Column 
Total 
23 
59.0 
16 
41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
7 
17.9 
2 
5.1 
4 
10.3 
5 
12.8 
8 
20.5 
4 
10.3 
4 
10.3 
5 
12.8 
39 
100.0 
236 
SPCERT Special Certifications/Licenses 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
SPCERT 
Both 
Count 
GEN/SPEC 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
Row 
Ttl 
1 1 1 2 
8.7 
2 
Certifications 
8 4 12 
52.2 
Licenses 
3 3 6 9 
39.1 
Column 
Total 
12 
52.2 
11 
47.8 
23 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 27 
237 
PRODIS Professional Discipline 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
GEN/SPEC 
Count 
PTfrtnT'’ 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
Row 
Ttl 
rKUUlo 
1 
Admin & Planning 
6 4 10 
25.6 
2 
Education 
4 1 5 
12.8 
3 
Health 
1 1 
2.6 
4 
Human Services 
2 3 5 
12.8 
5 
Social Work 
4 1 5 
12.8 
7 
Counseling 
1 2 3 
7.7 
8 
Management 
3 3 
7.7 
9 
Substance Abuse 
1 3 4 
10.3 
10 
Teacher 
2 1 3 
7.7 
Column 
Total 
23 
59.0 
16 
41.0 
39 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
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TTLNOW Current Titles 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
GEN/SPEC 
Count 
rPTrPT 1 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
Row 
Ttl 
ill LI 
l 
Administrator 
3 7 10 
25.6 
2 
Management 
10 2 12 
30.8 
3 
Supervisor 
6 4 10 
25.6 
4 
Staff 
4 3 7 
17.9 
Column 
Total 
23 
59.0 
16 
41.0 
39 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
PRESWORK 
1 Yr or Less 
2-4 Yrs 
5-8 Yrs 
10 or More 
Column 
Total 
GEN/SPEC 
Gen 
23 
59.0 
Spec 
1 2 
1 6 2 
2 8 6 
3 8 4 
4 1 4 
16 
41.0 
Row 
Ttl 
8 
20.5 
14 
35.9 
12 
30.8 
5 
12.8 
39 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
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PREVWORK Additional Work Experience 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
PPFVWrYDV 
Count 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
rl\L V rVUivPv 
1-5 Yrs 
1 2 4 
6-14 Yrs 
2 9 6 
15-30 Yrs 
3 11 4 
GEN/SPEC 
Column 
Total 
22 
61.1 
14 
38.9 
Row 
Ttl 
6 
16.7 
15 
41.7 
15 
41.7 
36 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 14 
TTLTHN Titles/Positions When Supervising Students 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
rprpT rprjVT 
1 2 
11 LiiliN 
1 1 5 
Administrator 
2 6 2 
Management 
3 11 5 
Supervisor 
4 5 4 
Staff 
Column 23 16 
Total 59.0 41.0 
GEN/SPEC 
Gen Spec 
Row 
Ttl 
6 
15.4 
8 
20.5 
16 
41.0 
9 
23.1 
39 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
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LANGTHEN Languages Used When Supervising Students 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Column 23 16 
Total 59.0 41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
34 
87.2 
5 
12.8 
39 
100.0 
AGCYTYPE Type of Agency 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
AGCYTYPE 
Private 
Public 
GEN/SPEC 
Count 
Gen Spec 
1 2 
1 12 6 
2 11 10 
Column 23 16 
Total 59.0 41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
18 
46.2 
21 
53.8 
39 
100.0 
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SRVPRV Services Provided 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Total 59.0 41.0 
Row 
Ttl 
6 
15.4 
3 
7.7 
5 
12.8 
1 
2.6 
11 
28.2 
4 
10.3 
4 
10.3 
2 
5.1 
2 
5.1 
1 
2.6 
39 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
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SRVLOC Service Locations 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
SRVLOC 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Five 
GEN/SPEC 
Count 
Gen Spec 
1 2 
1 9 9 
2 4 2 
3 6 1 
4 3 4 
5 1 
Column 
Total 
23 
59.0 
16 
41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
18 
46.2 
6 
15.4 
7 
17.9 
7 
17.9 
1 
2.6 
39 
100.0 
CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
GEN/SPEC 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
CLNTVOL 
1 
Involuntary 
3 5 
2 14 7 
Voluntary 
3 6 4 
Both 
Column 23 16 
Total 59.0 41.0 
Row 
Ttl 
8 
20.5 
21 
53.8 
10 
25.6 
39 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
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CLNTSEX Client Sex 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
CLNTSEX 
Male 
Both 
GEN/SPEC 
Count 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
2 1 1 
3 22 15 
Column 23 16 
Total 59.0 41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
2 
5.1 
37 
94.9 
39 
100.0 
CLNTLNG Client Languages 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
GEN/SPEC 
Count 
PT ITfTlT XT r* 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
CLiN I J_lN Lj 
1 
English Only 
10 8 
2 
English & Spanish 
9 3 
3 
Engl/Span & Other 
2 4 
4 
Spanish Only 
2 
5 
Engl/Other 
1 
Column 23 16 
Total 59.0 41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
18 
46.2 
12 
30.8 
6 
15.4 
2 
5.1 
1 
2.6 
39 
100.0 
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CLNTAGE Age Group of Clients 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
r*T NTim? 
GEN/SPEC 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
v» 1 ill i Awij 
1 
0-16 Yrs 
3 
2 
0-59 Yrs 
1 1 
3 
0 - 79+ Yrs 
3 
4 
13 - 59 Yrs 
1 2 
5 
13 - 79+ Yrs 
8 4 
6 
20 - 79+ Yrs 
3 3 
7 
60 - 79+ Yrs 
4 6 
Column 23 16 
Total 59.0 41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
3 
7.7 
2 
5.1 
3 
7.7 
3 
7.7 
12 
30.8 
6 
15.4 
10 
25.6 
39 
100.0 
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STDLVL Student Level Accepted 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
GEN/SPEC 
Count 
Gen Spec 
1 2 
o 1 ULiVLi 
1 
Associate Only 
1 3 
2 
Undergrad Only 
5 2 
3 
Undergrad & Grad 
8 3 
4 
College & Other 
6 8 
5 
Not Specified 
3 
Column 23 16 
Total 59.0 41.0 
Row 
Ttl 
4 
10.3 
7 
17.9 
11 
28.2 
14 
35.9 
3 
7.7 
39 
100.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
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SUPER Years as Student Supervisor 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
GEN/SPEC 
Gen Spec 
SUPER 
None 
1 2 
0 5 3 
One 
1 13 10 
Two 
2 4 3 
Three 
3 1 
Column 
Total 
23 
59.0 
16 
41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
8 
20.5 
23 
59.0 
7 
17.9 
1 
2.6 
39 
100.0 
COORD Years as Student Coordinator 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
GEN/SPEC 
Gen Spec 
COORD 
None 
1 2 
0 7 5 
One 
1 11 9 
Two 
2 3 2 
Three 
3 2 
Column 
Total 
23 
59.0 
16 
41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
12 
30.8 
20 
51.3 
5 
12.8 
2 
5.1 
39 
100.0 
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STATUS Role in Student Supervision 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Count 
GEN/SPEC 
Gen 
1 
Spec 
2 
olAlUo 
1 7 5 
Supervisor 
2 5 3 
Coordinator 
3 11 8 
Both 
Column 23 16 
Total 59.0 41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
12 
30.8 
8 
20.5 
19 
48.7 
39 
100.0 
STUMAJ Student Major 
by GEN/SPEC Generalist or Specialist 
Total 59.0 41.0 
Number of Missing Observations: 11 
Row 
Ttl 
26 
66.7 
13 
33.3 
39 
100.0 
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS: COMPOSITE PROFILE 
SEX Sex of Respondent 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Female 1 6 60.0 60.0 60.0 
Male 2 4 40.0 40.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Hissing cases 0 
A6E Age Groups of Respondents 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
30-39 2 2 20.0 20.0 20.0 
40-49 3 5 50.0 50.0 70.0 
50-59 4 3 30.0 30.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
EDLVL Highest Degrees Attained 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Associate 2 2 20.0 20.0 20.0 
Bachelor's 3 4 40.0 40.0 60.0 
Master’s 4 4 40.0 40.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
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CONC Concentrations For Degrees 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Arinin & Planning 1 1 10.0 10.0 10.0 
Health 3 1 10.0 10.0 20.0 
Human Services 4 2 20.0 20.0 40.0 
Social Work 5 1 10.0 10.0 50.0 
Humanities 6 1 10.0 10.0 60.0 
Social Science 7 3 30.0 30.0 90.0 
Other 9 1 10.0 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
ENRNOW Current Enrollment 
Val id Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Yes 1 4 40.0 44.4 44.4 
No 2 5 50.0 55.6 100.0 
9 1 10.0 Missing 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 9 Missing cases 1 
MAJOR Major for Current Enrollment 
Valid Cum 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Arinin & Planning 1 2 20.0 50.0 50.0 
Human Services 4 1 10.0 25.0 75.0 
Counseling 8 1 10.0 25.0 100.0 
9 6 60.0 Missing 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 4 Missing cases 6 
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PARTIC Past/Current Participation 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Yes 1 10 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Hissing cases 0 
PRTNAM Type of Participation 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Course & Other 2 2 20.0 20.0 20.0 
Program & Other 4 5 50.0 50.0 70.0 
Seminar Only 5 1 10.0 10.0 80.0 
Seminar & Other 6 1 10.0 10.0 90.0 
Workshop 7 1 10.0 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
SPCERT Special Certifications/Licenses 
Value Label Value 
Both 1 
Certification 2 
License 3 
None 4 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
2 20.0 20.0 20.0 
2 20.0 20.0 40.0 
3 30.0 30.0 70.0 
3 30.0 30.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
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PRODIS Professional Discipline 
Value Label Value 
Acfcnin & Planning 1 
Education 2 
Health 3 
Human Services 4 
Social Work 5 
Management 8 
Substance Abuse 9 
Teacher 10 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
2 20.0 20.0 20.0 
1 10.0 10.0 30.0 
1 10.0 10.0 40.0 
2 20.0 20.0 60.0 
1 10.0 10.0 70.0 
1 10.0 10.0 80.0 
1 10.0 10.0 90.0 
1 10.0 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
6EN/SPEC Generalist/Specialist 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Generalist 1 6 60.0 60.0 60.0 
Specialist 2 4 40.0 40.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
TTLN0W Current Titles/Positions 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Administrator 1 1 10.0 10.0 10.0 
Management 2 5 50.0 50.0 60.0 
Supervisor 3 3 30.0 30.0 90.0 
Staff 4 1 10.0 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
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PRESWORK Years in Current Position 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
1 Yr or Less 1 4 40.0 40.0 40.0 
2-4 Yrs 2 2 20.0 20.0 60.0 
5-8 Yrs 3 4 40.0 40.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
PREWORK Additional Work Experience 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
6-14 Yrs 2 3 30.0 30.0 30.0 
15-30 Yrs 3 7 70.0 70.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
TTLTHN Title/Positions When Supervising Students 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Management 2 3 30.0 30.0 30.0 
Supervisor 3 5 50.0 50.0 80.0 
Staff 4 2 20.0 20.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
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LANGTHEN Languages Used When Supervising Students 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
English 1 7 70.0 70.0 
English/Spanish 14 3 30.0 30.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Hissing cases 0 
A6CYTYPE Type of Agency 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Private 1 4 40.0 40.0 
Public 2 6 60.0 60.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
SRVPRV Services Provided 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Emotionally Disturbed 1 2 20.0 20.0 
Incarc/Ex-offenders 3 1 10.0 10.0 
Homeless, Hungry, Tran 4 1 10.0 10.0 
Gerontology 5 3 30.0 30.0 
Substance Abuse 6 1 10.0 10.0 
Incarc/Substance Abuse 8 1 10.0 10.0 
Ex-Offenders/Homeless 9 1 10.0 10.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
Cum 
Percent 
70.0 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
40.0 
100.0 
Cum 
Percent 
20.0 
30.0 
40.0 
70.0 
80.0 
90.0 
100.0 
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SRVLOC Service Locations 
Value Label Value 
One 1.00 
Two 2.00 
Three 3.00 
Four 4.00 
Total 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
4 40.0 40.0 40.0 
2 20.0 20.0 60.0 
3 30.0 30.0 90.0 
1 10.0 10.0 100.0 
10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
CLNTVOL Type of Clients 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Involuntary 1 2 20.0 20.0 20.0 
Voluntary 2 5 50.0 50.0 70.0 
Both 3 3 30.0 30.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
CLNTSEX Client Sex 
Value Label Val ue Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Female 1 1 10.0 10.0 10.0 
Male 2 1 10.0 10.0 20.0 
Both 3 8 80.0 80.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
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CLNTLNG Client Languages 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
English Only 1 6 60.0 60.0 60.0 
English & Spanish 2 1 10.0 10.0 70.0 
English/Spanish & other 3 2 20.0 20.0 90.0 
Spanish Only 4 1 10.0 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Hissing cases 0 
CLNTAGE Age 6roup of Clients 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
0-59 Yrs 2 1 10.0 10.0 10.0 
0-79 Yrs 3 1 10.0 10.0 20.0 
13-79+ Yrs 5 4 40.0 40.0 60.0 
20-79+ Yrs 6 2 20.0 20.0 80.0 
60-79+ Yrs 7 2 20.0 20.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
STDLVL Student Level Accepted 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Undergrad Only 2 2 20.0 20.0 20.0 
Undergrad & Grad 3 3 30.0 30.0 50.0 
College & Other 4 5 50.0 50.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Hissing cases 0 
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SUPER Years as Student Supervisor 
Value Label Value 
One 1.00 
Two 2.00 
Three 3.00 
Total 
Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
7 70.0 70.0 70.0 
2 20.0 20.0 90.0 
1 10.0 10.0 100.0 
10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
COORD Years as Student Coordinator 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
One 1.00 7 70.0 70.0 70.0 
Two 2.00 2 20.0 20.0 90.0 
Three 3.00 1 10.0 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
STATUS Role in Student Supervision 
Value Label Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
Both 3 10 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
Valid cases 10 Missing cases 0 
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STUMAJ Student Major 
Value Label 
Generalist 
Gerontology 
Valid cases 
Value Frequency Percent 
Valid 
Percent 
Cum 
Percent 
1 7 70.0 70.0 70.0 
2 3 30.0 30.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 100.0 
10 Missing cases 0 
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
In your opinion: 
1. What is a generalist? Example? 
2. What is a specialist? Example? 
3. Did you supervise because your supervisor said you 
should? 
4. Before you had your first field work student, what 
preparation do you wish you had been given? 
5. Has the staff from the college helped you in your role 
as a student supervisor? How? Example? 
6. What are critical problems for you as a student 
supervisor? 
7. Do you think work on campus - in classes - is 
coordinated with field work? 
8. What are the most important values you want to teach 
field work students? 
9. What skills do you feel every helping professional 
should/must have? 
10. What are the key ethical principles all human service 
practitioners/helping professionals should/must have? 
11. What do you want students to remember about their work 
with you when they finish their field work placement? 
12. How can the supervisory process - work as a student 
supervisor - be improved? 
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Street Address 
Springfield, MA 01104 
July 6, 1992 
First Name Last Name 
Agency Title 
Agency Name 
Address 
City, State Zip Code 
Dear Name: 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in a recorded 
telephone interview. Enclosed is the consent form we 
discussed. For our mutual convenience, a stamped, addressed 
envelope is also included. Please use this to return your 
signed form. 
I appreciate your contributions to the field work 
survey. Your view point, expressed in survey and interview 
responses, provides essential data for this project. The 
perceptions you have shared and your thoughtful comments 
make my research productive and rewarding. 
Sincerely, 
Mary Killeen Bennett 
Enel: 2 
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FWI: FORM 
DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 
SUBJECT: 
July 6, 1992 
NAME 
Field Work Coordinator/Supervisor, 198_- 
Mary Killeen Bennett, Doctoral Candidate 
School of Education 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst 
Signed Consent for Interview 
WRITTEN CONSENT FORM 
Interviews are being scheduled with agency employees 
who were on-site supervisors/coordinators for second year 
Human Services Majors at Springfield Technical Community 
College between Fall Semester 1987 and Spring Semester 1990. 
You are invited to participate in these interviews which 
will be conducted by telephone. The interview focuses on 
your perspective of the role you had in this process. 
Information you provide will be confidential. Your name, 
the name of your agency, names of your co-workers and 
colleagues will not be used. In all presentations, oral or 
written, the data will be coded by the FWI: FORM Number in 
the upper right hand corner. 
In signing this form, you are assuring me that you will 
make no financial claims for the use of this material in my 
dissertation or other publications. You are also stating 
that no medical treatment will be required by you from the 
University of Massachusetts should any physical injury 
result from participating in this study. 
I, FIRST & LAST NAME , have read the statement 
above and agree to participate in a telephone interview 
under the conditions stated. 
Interview Participant Signature Date Signed 
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STUDY QUESTIONS: DATA SOURCE 
STUDY QUESTIONS DATA SOURCE 
1. 
2. 
Do field work supervisors 
describe generic human services 
competencies and values when 
supervising generalist students? 
Survey Instrument 
Questionnaire: A 
Interview 
Question: 8 
How are agency employees 
prepared to be field work 
supervisors? 
Survey Instrument 
Questionnaire: B 
Interview 
Question: 5 
3. What reasons do agency employees 
give for agreeing to supervise 
generalist field work students? 
Survey Instrument 
Questionnaire: C 
Interview 
Question: 3 
4. What effect/affect do field work 
agency supervisors believe 
supervision has on the generalist 
student's educational experience? 
Survey Instrument 
Questionnaire: D 
Interview 
Question: 11 
5. Are generic competencies and 
stated values held in common by 
diverse practitioners in 
human services? 
Survey Instrument 
Parts I, II, III 
Interview 
Question: 9, 10 
Literature 
6. Which principles of supervision 
could provide reinforcement 
of the generalist concept? 
Interview 
Question: 1, 4 
Literature 
7. Is staff development an appro- Interview 
priate method to provide agency Question: 12 
employees with guidelines to Literature 
to supervise generalist students? 
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